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Kentucky Division of Water

Water Quality Certification Section
200 Fair Oaks Lane

Frankfort, KY 40601

Attention: Mr. Jesse Robinson

Dear Mr. Robinson:

Reference: E.ON-US/LG&E Cane Run Power Station
Proposed Landfill Project
Louisville, Jefferson County, Kentucky

On behalf of our client, E.ON U.S., Stantec Consulting Services Inc (Stantec) respectfully submits the
attached Sections 401 and 404 permit application package for a proposed project involving permanent
impacts to the Waters of the Commonwealth at the Cane Run Power Station in Louisville, Kentucky. Upon
approval of the floodplain application by Louisville/Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District (Louisville
Metro Sewer), the permit application package will be updated to include supporting documentation.

E.ON U.S. is proposing to create a storage landfill for the purpose of containing coal combustion
byproducts (CCB). Cane Run Power Station is an electric generating station that includes three coal-fired
generating units (Units 4, 5 and 6) equipped with Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD) systems. Units 4 and 5
have “lime” FGD systems and Unit 6 has a “dual alkali” FGD system.

The raw materials used at Cane Run Station consist of carbide lime and coal. The carbide lime, a by-
product from acetylene, primarily calcium hydroxide is used in slurry form in the scrubbers to control air
emissions. The coal is from western Kentucky, and is typical of that mined in the region’s coal fields.

The by-products generated during the combustion of coal at Cane Run Station include fly ash, bottom
ash, and FGD sludge. Fly ash from Units 4, 5, and 6 is combined with the FGD sludge in a Sludge Processing
Plant (SPP). The processed waste, consisting of blended fly ash, dewatered FGD sludge, and lime (the
stabilization additive), is managed in an on-site special waste landfill. Bottom ash is sluiced to an ash pond
located on-site.

The current special waste landfill is nearing capacity, and a new CCB landfill on the Cane Run Power
Station property is proposed. The proposed landfill design is approximately 61.2 acres in size, with an
estimated 5.7 million cubic yards of storage capacity. Clay fill materials will be borrowed to create a liner
system before dry CCB materials would be compacted in the landfill. Borrow material will be hauled to the
landfill from a nearby Metropolitan Sewer District project. Once operational storage capacity of the landfill is
met, it will be capped with 24 inches of vegetated soil as per the requirements of the KY Division of Waste
Management.
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The proposed activities would create permanent impacts to JWUS. Impacts would include 1,617
linear feet (0.137 acre) of intermittent stream and 1,845 linear feet (0.403 acre) of ephemeral stream, for a
total of 3,462 linear feet (0.540 acre). In addition, 1.597 acre of wetland will be impacted by the project.
Mitigation is proposed for these impacts through the payment of in-lieu fees, as well as the purchase of
forested wetland mitigation credit through the PTRL Mitigation Bank. The KDOW WQC Fee Payment form will
be submitted promptly following financial processing by E.ON US.

Thank you for consideration of this application. Please do not hesitate to call me or John Dovak with
questions at (812) 285-4060.

Sincerely,

Ay

Stephen D. Hall

Senior Associate

Tel: (812) 285-4060

Fax: (812)285-4061
Stephen.Hall@stantec.com

Attachment: Section 404 and 401 Permit Application Package

c. Ms. Lee Anne Devine, USACE, CERL-OP-F, P.O. Box 59, Louisville, KY 40201-0059
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APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT OMB APPROVAL NO.

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 5 hours per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data
=eegurces, gathering and maintaining the data peeded, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other
. spect of this collection of information, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Service Direclorate of Information
“*#Oyperations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project
(0710-0003), Washington, DC 20503, Please DO NOT RETURN your form to either of those addresses. Completed applications must be submitted to the District Engineer
having jurisdiction over the location of the proposed activity.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

Authority: 33 USC 401, Section 10: 1413, Section 404, Principal Purpose. These laws require authorizing activities in, or affecting, navigable waters of the United States, the

discharge or fill material into waters of the United States, and the transportation of dredged material for the purpose of dumping it into ocean waters. Routine Uses: Information

provided on this form will be used in evaluating the application for a permit. Disclosure: Disclosure of requested information is voluntary. [f information is not provided,

however, the permit application cannot be processed nor can a permit be issued. One set of original drawings or good reproducible copies which show the location and character

of the proposed uuv:xy must be attached to this application (see sample drawings and instructions) and be submitted to the District Engincer having jurisdiction over the location
f 5 ivi lication that is not completed in full will be returned.

(ITEMS 1 THRU 4 TO BE FILLED BY THE CORPS)

1. APPLICATION NO. 2. FIELD OFFICE CODE 3. DATE RECEIVED 4. DATE APPLICATION COMPLETED
(ITEMS BELOW TO BE FILLED BY APPLICANT)
5. APPLICANT'S NAME 8. AUTHORIZED AGENT'S NAME AND TITLE (an agent is not required)
E.ON-US (LG&E) Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
6. APPLICANT'S ADDRESS 9. AGENT'S ADDRESS
E.ON-US Stantec Consulting Services Inc.
Attn: W. Paul Puckett Attn. Stephen Hall
220 West Main Street 350 Missouri Ave., Suite 100
Louisville, KY 40232 Jeffersonville, IN 47130
7. APPLICANT'S PHONE NOs. W/AREA CCODE 10. AGENT'S PHONE NOs. W/AREA CODE
2. Resgidence a. Residence
b, Business  502-627-4659 _ b. Business 812-786-3154
STATEMENT OF AUTHORIZATION

| hereby authorize, _ Stephen Hall, Stantec Consulting Services, inc, to act in my behalf as my agent in the processing of this application and fo fumish, upon
request, supplemental infonnation«irbsuppod ( is permit application. 3
w Vi e hi < c}uﬂw ) ! [/ ("/ "67
APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE DATE

NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION OR PROJECT OR ACTIVITY

12. PROJECT NAME OR TITLE (see instructions)
Cane Run Generating Station Landfill Expansion

13. NAME OF WATERBODY, IF KNOWN (it applicabie) 14, PROJECT STREET ADDRESS (i applicable)
Un-named Tributaries to Mili Creek 5252 Cane Run Road
Louisville, KY 40218

15. LOCATION OF PROJECT
leflersan

COUNTY STATE

16. OTHER LOCATION DESCRIPTIONS, IF KNOWN (see instructions) Section, Township, Range, Lat/Lon, andior Accessors’s Parcel Number, for example.

The propoud E. o~~us Cane Run Landﬁu Expansion project encompasses approximately 60 acres within the Cane Run facility property, near Mill Creek in Louisville,
Jefferson site is off Cane Run Road within the U ille Quad, at e / longitude teg 38.181° N, 85883 * W,

17. DIRECTIONS TO THE SH’E

From Louisville, take L.284/Watterson Expressway to Exit 5B fo Cane Run Road/KY-1934. Head southwest on Cane Run Road for approximately 3.3 miles. Turn right onto
Dover R/KY-1934 and then left onto KY-1934, The E.ON-USALGSE Cane Run Facility will be on the right.

ENG FORM 4345, Feb 94 EDITION OF SEP 91 1S OBSOLETE (Proponent; CECW-OR)



18,

Nature of Activity (Description of project, inciude all features)

E.ON-US is proposing to expand their landfill operations for the purpose of storing coal combustion by-products (CCB) produced at the Cane Run Power
Station. The proposed landfill design is approximately 81.2 acres in size, with an estimated 5.7 million cubic yards of storage capacity. Ciay fill materials will
be borrowed to create a liner system before dry CCB materials would be compacted in the landfill. Once operational storage capacity is met, the landfill will
be capped with 24 inches of vegetated soil cover.

19.

Project Purpose (Describe the reason or purpose of the project, see instructions)

The purpose of the project is to provide storage capacity for CCB generated from the Cane Run Station.

USE BLOCKS 20-22 IF DREDGED AND/OR FILL MATERIAL IS TO BE DISCHARGED

Reason(s) for Discharge

In order to provide adequate, safe and cost-effective storage for the CCB generated by this faciilty, it is necessary to construct an on-site landfill

21. Type(s) of Material Being Discharged and the Amount of Each Type in Cubic Yards
Soil and rock will be borrowed and used to fill waters; approximately 1,578 cubic yards.
22, Surface Area in Acres of Wetiands or Other Waters Filled (sse instructions)
Proposed activities invoive impacts to 8 ephemaral streams (1,845 feet, 0.403 acres), and 2 intermittent streans (1,817 feet, 0.137 acres).
SEE ATTACHMENTS FOR MORE DETAIL
23. s Any Portion of the Work Already Complete? Yes _ No X IF YES, DESCRIBE THE COMPLETED WORK
24. Addresses of Adjoining Property Owners, Lessees, Etc., Whose Property Adjoins the Waterbody (if more than can ba entered here, please
sttach a supplenental Hist).
All property directly adjoining the project area is owned by the permitee.
25, List of Other Certifications or Approvals/Denials Received from other Federal, State, or Local Agencies for Work Described in This Application.
AGENCY TYPE APPROVAL* IDENTIFICATION NUMBER DATE APPLIED DATE APPROVED DATE DENIED
28. Application is hereby made for a permit or permits to authorize the work described in this application. | certify that the information in this

application is complete and accurate. | further certify that | possess the authority to undertake the work described herein or am acting as the
duly authorized agent of the applicant.

The application must be signed by the person who desires to undertake the proposed activity (applicant) or it may be signed by
a duly authorized agent if the statement in block 11 has been filled out and signed.

18 U.S.C. Section 1001 provides that: Whoever, in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the United States
knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up any trick, scheme, or disguises a material fact or makes any faise, fictitious or
fraudulent statements or representations or makes or uses any false writing or document knowing same to contain any false, fictitious or
fraudulent statements or entry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than five years or both.

ENG FORM 4345, Feb 24 EDITION OF SEP 91 18 OBSOLETE (Proponent: CECW-OR)
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BLOCK 22: PROJECT IMPACTS SUMMARY TABLE
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

Table 1. Impacts to Wetlands

vpe. | JWus'wetindio | 2000 | M ey

Landfil Wetland A PEM 1504

Landfil Wetland L PFO1 0.093
TOTAL: 1,597

Table 2. Impacts to Streams

impact | WS, | Fiow megime | LinearFstor | Aesof mpact
Landfill E-1a Ephemeral 846 0.194
Landfill E-1 Ephemeral 71 0.016
Landfill E-2 Ephemeral 57 0.013
Landfill E-3 Ephemeral 96 0.022
Landfill E-4 Ephemeral 543 0.125
Landfill E-6 Ephemeral 6 0.001
Landfill E-7 Ephemeral 87 0.016
Landfill E-9 Ephemeral 139 0.016
Landfill I-1 Intermittent 1094 0.101
Landfill -2 Intermittent 523 0.036
TOTAL: 3,462 0.540

'Jurisdictional Waters of the United States

Page 1 of 1
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BLOCK 24: ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

Name of Property Owner(s) Louisville and Jefferson County Riverport
Address 6900 Riverport Drive (multiple)
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 935-6024
Name of Property Owner(s) Walker, Gregory & Debra
Address 5349 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 290-0612
Name of Property Owner(s) Burkhead, Sherry G & Boyd Bruce
Address 5307 Galaxie Dr. (multiple)
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 449-1068
Name of Property Owner(s) Desantiago, Panfilio
Address 5345 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 447-9522
Name of Property Owner(s) Fraley, Curtis & Bonnie
Address 3416 Kramers Lane, Trir 105
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40216
Phone No. Unlisted
Name of Property Owner(s) Miles, Philburn E. Jr. & Tammy M.
Address 5339 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 448-1192
Name of Property Owner(s) Cunningham, Mitchell
Address 5337 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502)448-3287
Name of Property Owner(s) Givens, Joe D. & Theda D.
Address 5335 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 447-5320
Name of Property Owner(s) Miller, Cecil D. & Magdalen
Address 5333 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 447-3809

Page 1 of 4



BLOCK 24: ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

Name of Property Owner(s) Fey, Bill & Janet
Address 6519 Astral Dr.
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. Unlisted
Name of Property Owner(s) Schrader, Stanley & Anna
Address 3429 Rudd Ave
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40212
Phone No. (502) 290-5958
Name of Property Owner(s) Boaz, Shirley A.
Address 5319 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 449-6077
Name of Property Owner(s) Hack, David
Address 5317 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. Unlisted
Name of Property Owner(s) Wheeler, Donald L. & Doris
Address 5315 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 448-8610
Name of Property Owner(s) Wheeler, Ronald L. & Betty L.
Address 5313 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (5602) 447-5778
Name of Property Owner(s) Greer, Patrick N. & Dena R..
Address 5311 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 448-2561
Name of Property Owner(s) Wolf, Charles
Address 5200 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 448-8823
Name of Property Owner(s) Little, Kathy G.
Address 5307 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 742-8879

Page 2 of 4



BLOCK 24: ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

Name of Property Owner(s) Shamrock Group, LLC (c/o Michael Cushing)
Address 3001 Fort Pickens Road
City Lagrange State KY Zip Code 40031
Phone No. (502) 222-5605
Name of Property Owner(s) Cissell, Frank M.
Address 5013 Tumeric Lane
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502 ) 935-6812
Name of Property Owner(s) Lashley, Garry & Cheryl
Address 5233 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40216
Phone No. (502) 447-1970
Name of Property Owner(s) Skaggs, Jon T. & Elizabeth
Address 5253 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40216
Phone No. (502) 447-4712
Name of Property Owner(s) Cravens, Bill & Mary L.
Address 2272 Blue Lick Rd
City Shepherdsville  State KY Zip Code 40165
Phone No. (502) 921-0186
Name of Property Owner(s) Vogt, Bernard & Shirley J..
Address 5225 Cane Run Road
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40216
Phone No. (502) 448-0547
Name of Property Owner(s) Louisville and Jefferson County Metro Government
Address 444 S.5" Street
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40202
Phone No. (502) 574-5810
Name of Property Owner(s) C.T. Gemnert Inc., (c/o Dave Kelton)
Address 473 Stone Creek Dr.
City Lexington State KY Zip Code 40503
Phone No. (859) 294-0618
Name of Property Owner(s) Sadler, Lavenia
Address 6730 ElImwood Avenue
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 448-0970

Page 3 of 4



BLOCK 24: ADJACENT PROPERTY OWNERS
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

Name of Property Owner(s) Wallace, James Roy
Address 6628 Huff Lane
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40258
Phone No. (502) 447-9979
Name of Property Owner(s) Bramer, John & Sharon
Address 7003 Ridge Run Road
City Georgetown  State IN Zip Code 47122
Phone No. (812) 951-3185
Name of Property Owner(s) IC and K & | Terminal
Address Address Unknown - Franchise
City State KY Zip Code
Phone No.
Name of Property Owner(s) Jerry Hargrove
Address 213 Marengo Dr.
City Louisville State KY Zip Code 40243
Phone No. Unlisted

Page 4 of 4
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AVOIDANCE AND MINIMIZATION STATEMENT
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

To avoid and minimize impacts to Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. (JWUS) from the proposed
project, Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. identified the opportunity to partner with the Louisville
Metro Sewer Department (MSD) to obtain excess material generated from a planned equalization
basin project at the Derrick R. Guthrie Water Quality Treatment Center on Lower River Road in
Louisville, Kentucky.

MSD’s planned project includes the construction of an open air basin that will store up to 19.3
million gallons of excess flow during extreme wet weather events. The contents of the equalization
basin will be released back into the treatment process at a later time when other flows to the plant
have subsided enough to accommodate the additional volume of wastewater. The basin will
generate approximately 78,000 cubic yards of excess material that will be hauled to the proposed
Cane Run landfill. No JWUS will be impacted by MSD’s equalization basin project.

By obtaining this excess material from MSD, E.ON-US/LG&E will be able to avoid impacts to more
than 4,000 feet of ephemeral and intermittent streams and wetland acreage. Compared to the
original Jurisdictional Determination study, utilizing this excess material will reduce JWUS impacts
by approximately 15 of the total stream lengths/wetland acreages previous identified. Other
alternatives explored in preliminary landfill design studies were estimated to cause greater impact

to streams and wetlands.

Page 1 of 1
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
NATURAL RESOURCES & ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CABINET
DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRNOMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF WATER

APPLICATION FOR PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT ACROSS OR ALONG A STREAM
AND / OR WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION

Chapter 151 of the Kentucky Revised Statutes requires approval from the Division of Water prior to any construction or other activity in or
along a stream that could in any way obstruct flood flows or adversely impact water quality. I/ the project involves work in a stream, such as
bank stabilization, dredging or relocation, you will also need to obtain a 401 Water Quality Certification (WOC) from the Division of Water. This
completed form will be forwarded to the Water Quality Branch for WQC processing. The project may not start until all necessary approvals
are received from the KDOW. For questions concerning the WQC process, contact the WQC section at 502/564-3410.

If the project will disturb more than 1 acre of soil, you will also need to complete the attached Notice of Intent for Storm Water Discharges,
and return both forms to the Floodplain management Section of the KDOW. This general permit will require you to create an implement an
erosion control plan for the project.

1. OWNER: E.ON-US: Attn: W. Paul Puckett
Give name of person(s), company, governmental unit, or other owner of proposed project.
MAILING ADDRESS: 220 West Main Street
Louisville, KY 40232

TELEPHONE #: (502) 627-4659 EMAIL: Paul Puckett{@eon-us.com

2. AGENT: Stantec Consulting, Inc., Attn: Stephen Hall
Give name of person(s) submitting application, if other than owner.
ADDRESS: 350 Missouri Avenue, Suite 100
Jeffersonville, IN 47130

TELEPHONE #: (812) 285-4060 EMAIL: Stephen.Hall@stantec.com

3. ENGINEER: P.E. NUMBER:
Contact Division of Water if waiver can be granfed.
TELEPHONE #: EMAIL:

4. DESCRIPTION OF CONSTRUCTION: E.ON-US is proposing to expand their landfill operations for the purpose of

Describe the type and purpose of construction and describe stream impact
tormg c_:g combusuon bv-products (CCB) produced at the Cane Run Power Station. The proposed landfill design is
ity. The landfill will include an

FML liner overlam by a drainage layer of graded t_;ggom ash ( CCB material produced at the sxtc and beneficially reused for
this_construction). Clay fill materials will be borrowed to construct 24-inch thick cover on all exposed sides. Once
erational _storage capacity is m the landfill will be ca wi t least 24 inches of vegetated soil
COVer.
5, COUNTY: Jefferson NEAREST COMMUNITY: Louisville
6. USGS QUAD NAME: Lanesville LATITUDE/LONGITUDE: 38.181° N, 85.883° W
7. STREAM NAME: UT’s to Mill Creek WATERSHED SIZE (in acres): 1925 acres

8. LINEAR FEET OF STREAM IMPACTED: 3.462 Linear Feet of Ephemeral and Intermittent Stream Impact

9, DIRECTIONS TO SITE: From Louisville, take I-264/Watterson Expressway to Exit 5 B to Cane Run Road/ KY-1934.
Head southwest on Cane Run Road for approximately 3.3 miles. Turn right from Greenbelt Highway onto Dover
R .1934 and follow KY-1934 to the left less than | mile to the E.ON-US/LG&E Cane Run Facility on the right.

Revised 01-04



10.

11.
12,
13.

14.

15.

IS ANY PORTION OF THE REQUESTED PROJECT NOW COMPLETE? 1Yes X No If yes, identify the
completed portion on the drawings you submit and indicate the date activity was completed.
ESTIMATED BEGIN CONSTRUCTION DATE: May 2012

ESTIMATED END CONSTRUCTION DATE: December 2013

HAS A PERMIT BEEN RECEIVED FROM THE US ARMY, CORPS of ENGINEERS? [ Yes X No [fyes,
attach a copy of that permit.
THE APPLICANT MUST ADDRESS PUBLIC NOTICE:

(a) PUBLIC NOTICE HAS BEEN GIVEN FOR THIS PROPOSAL BY THE FOLLOWING MEANS:
Public notice in newspaper having greatest circulation in area (provide newspaper clipping or affidavit)
Adjacent property owner(s) affidavits (Contact Division of Water for requirements.)

() _X__ I1REQUEST WAIVER OF PUBLIC NOTICE BECAUSE:

Stantec and E.ON-US will publish_public notices and/or hold public meetings during waste permitting
process and 404 permitting process.

Contact Division of Water for requirements.
I HAVE CONTACTED THE FOLLOWING CITY OR COUNTY OFFICIALS CONCERNING THIS PROJECT:

h en ted on several occasions regarding the proposed activities. MSD nnel have participated in
relimin, lanning associated with the proj constructi heir_input was sought regardin; ential floodin

impac €Se by the pro d locations. Stantec and E.ON-US will continue to involve appropriate members of Ci
overnment n ropos roject meets City and County Regulations.

16.

17.

18,

Give name and title of person(s) contacted and provide copy of any approval city or county may have issued.

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: **See Attached ‘Permit ication Qutline™**
List plans, profiles, or other drawings and data submitted. Attach & copy of a 7.5 minute USGS
topographic map clesrly showing the project location.

)
I, Pagf'ﬁlgkett (owner) CERTIFY THAT THE OWNER OWNS OR HAS EASEMENT RIGHTS ON
ALL PROPERTY ON WHICH THIS PROJECT WILL BE LOCATED OR ON WHICH RELATED

CONSTRUCTION WILL OCCUR (for dams, this includes the area that would be impounded during the design flood).
REMARKS: Floodplain Permit Application submission is awaiting Louisville Metro Sewer District Approval.

1 hereby request approval for construction across or along a stream as described in this application and any accompanying

documents. To the best of my knowledge, all the infonyn provi&l is true and correct.
SIGNATURE: A/ L;wj/ AP

Owner or Agent sign here. (If signed by Agent, & Power of Attorney should be attached.)

DATE: /& 121

SIGNATURE OF LOCAL FLOODPLAIN COORDINATOR:

Permit application wil] be returned to applicant if not properly endorsed by the local loodplain coordinator.

DATE:

SUBMIT APPLICATION AND ATTACHMENTS TO:

Floodplain Management Section
Kentucky Division of Water
Water Quality Certification Section
200 Fair Oaks Lane
Frankfort, KY 40601

Revised 01-04



Water Quality Certification
- Fee Payment Form



The KDOW WQC Fee Payment form will be submitted promptly following financial
processing by E.ON US.
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JURISDICTIONAL WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES SUMMARY TABLES
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

TABLE 3. Delineated Jurisdictional Stream Segments

Jwus' Length | Eqtimated

Stlif)am Stream Name Latitude Longitude R';g)i:‘e A’:’:;e(?chr:g) Ses::r{;e nt St‘:al:r:l c;;c) RBP?ID VEI?: Z s Quality
E-ta | UTtOMIICreek | 56180207 | -85.884206" | Ephemeral |  4.632 845.96 | 0.19420569 | RBP25 | 62 Poor
g1 | YT ‘°C"$"')f?'eek 38.181668° | -85.884677° | Ephemeral 0.172 71.06 | 0.01631313 | RBP26 | 62 Poor
g2 |YUT t%“ﬂgg reek | 14 181668° | -85.884677° | Ephemeral 0.195 56.51 | 0.00518916 | RBP 11 | 62 Poor
g3 | UTtoMllCreek | 55 181974° | -85.884078" | Ephemeral 0.133 9589 | 0.02201331 | RBP26 | 62 Poor
Ea | UTIOMISreek | 35 181836° | -85.883035" | Ephemeral 1.920 543.03 | 0.02493251 | RBP17 | 20 Poor
5 | UTIMN STeeK | 35.183566° | -85.883761° | Ephemeral | 3.835 52445 | 002407943 | RBP4 | 89 Poor
Ee | UTIOMICreek | 55 183485° | -85.883853" | Ephemeral | 0.324 3151 | 000217011 | RBP3 | 50 Poor
g7 | VT Sreek | 3518173 | -85.88101° | Ephemeral 0.160 87.41 | 0.01605326 | RBP13 | 50 Poor
Es | UTIOMNSreek | 38.182458° | -85.881819" | Ephemeral | 0.220 96.34 | 0.00663499 | RBP12 | 62 Poor
Eo | UT'O0amson | 56180807 | -85.880022" | Ephemeral 0.892 379.37 | 0.04354568 | RBP15 | 42 Poor
Eq0 | UTIOBamson | 55181501° | -85.880542° | Ephemeral | 0.583 41342 | 007502654 | RBP13 | 50 Poor
11 | UT19.8amson | 55 181063° | -85.879709° | Ephemeral 0.239 91.79 | 0.01264325 | RBP22 | 111 Poor
E-12 | UT1O0aMSON | 55.180893" |-85.879386° | Ephemeral 1.276 40212 | 003692562 | RBP21 | 93 Poor
E13 | UT!O0aMSON | 55 181017° | -85.679536° | Ephemeral | 0.080 4714 | 000216437 | RBP23 | 111 Poor
E1a | YT t%ﬁ;‘;”sm 38.180993° | -85.879391° | Ephemeral 0.082 586 | 0.00269054 | RBP23 | 111 Poor
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JURISDICTIONAL WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES SUMMARY TABLES
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION

PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

TABLE 3. Delineated Jurisdictional Stream Segments (CONTINUED)

Et5 | UT1OGamson | 55177877° | -85.877815" | Ephemeral 0.637 116.96 | 0.00537006 | RBP17 | 20 Poor
UT (o Mill Craak | 28180857 | 85.878511° RBP18 | 102 Poor

E-16 oot 38.180223° | -85.878174° | Ephemeral |  18.506 974.07 | 0.15653099 | RBP20 | 117 Poor
38.179449° | -85.877681° RBP24 | 118 Poor

g7 | UTteMICreek | 56.180400" | -85.678424" | Ephemeral 0.089 315 | 0.00216942 | RBP19 | 94 Poor
E1g | YT t%“ﬂ{'(',f(f: reek | 38.180863" | -85.878296° | Ephemeral 1.820 52464 | 003613223 | RBP19 | 94 Poor
E1g | YT t%“ﬂ{gg*" 38.1862° | -85.879941° | Ephemeral 0.378 79.52 | 0.01095317 | RBPS 79 Poor
20 | UTWOMICreek | 55 186055 | -85.68061° | Ephemeral 0.945 24027 | 0.03309504 | RBP5 | 79 Poor
21 | UTtoMUCreek | 55.185786" | -85.881008° | Ephemeral 0.508 648 | 0.00892562 | RBP5 | 79 Poor
a2 | UTtOMMNCreek | 55 185457" | .85.881526 | Ephemeral 0.691 10442 | 0.01438202 | RBP5 | 79 Poor
g23 | YT t%“g{'ég reek | 38.185092° | -85.882037° | Ephemeral 1.000 10522 | 0.01449311 | RBPS5 79 Poor
E24 | YT t°CMu{'(')f(f:’eek 38.184834° | -85.881626" | Ephemeral 0.454 4163 | 000573416 | RBP5 | 79 Poor
g2 | YT t%“gigf?reek 38.184725° | -86.88176° | Ephemeral 0.260 30.97 | 0.00426584 | RBP5 79 Poor
E26 | YT t%"ﬂi'(')f?’eek 38.183109° | -85.875742° | Ephemeral 1.116 180.51 | 0.02486364 | RBP 10 | 37 Poor
g27 | YT t°CMu{'(')f(f:'eek 38.183738° | -85.876758° | Ephemeral 6.636 499.07 | 0.06874242 | RBP S8 49 Paor
E2s | UTWMICreek | 55 185738 | -85.676888° | Ephemeral 0.506 50.55 | 0.00696281 | RBP8 | 49 Poor
E29 | UTtOMUCreek | 55.183544" | -85.876664° | Ephemeral 0.383 1055 | 0.01453168 | RBP8 | 49 Poor
E-g0 | UTtoMllCreek | 36183627 | -85.876371° | Ephemeral 0.315 838 | 00115427 | RBPS | 49 Poor
E-31 | UTtoMICreek | 35184282" | -85.87623" | Ephemeral 7.854 275.07 | 007577686 | RBPS | 49 Poor
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JURISDICTIONAL WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES SUMMARY TABLES
E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

TABLE 3. Delineated Jurisdictional Stream Segments (CONTINUED)

3of4

g3z | UTtOMICreek | 55184571 | -85.876127" | Ephemeral 0.317 20547 | 0.01886777 | RBP28 | 49 Poor
E-a3 | UTtOMICreek | 56.184731° | -85.876010" | Ephemeral 0.390 89.12 | 0.00818365 | RBP28 | 49 Poor
E3q | YT t%“ﬂggreek 38.185285° | -85.876848° | Ephemeral 2.312 47461 | 0.04358219 | RBP28 | 49 Poor
Eas | UTtoMICreek | 56185125° |.85.876086" | Ephemeral 2.995 640.17 | 0.05878512 | RBP28 | 49 Poor
E-a | UTtoMICreek | 56 183170" |-85.878400" | Ephemeral 3.915 40314 | 0.03701928 | RBP27 | 61 Poor
ga7 | UTtOMICreek | 55.183111° |-85.878508" | Ephemeral 0.300 64.56 | 0.00592837 | RBP27 | 61 Poor
UT to Mill Creek | 38.182376° | -85.879696° RBP9 | 59 Poor
2 2.541 47069 | 0.043

E-38 Cutoff 38.183203° | -85.87966° Ephemeral 5 22222 RBP 27 o1 Poor
E3g | YT t%"ﬁ;tf?'ee" 38.183304° | -85.879635° | Ephemeral 0.206 16.78 | 0.00154086 | RBP27 | 61 Poor
g40 | YT t°C"ﬂ't')f?reek 38.182997° | -85.878353° | Ephemeral 0.205 20.33 | 0.00186685 | RBP27 | 61 Poor
o | YT t°c':’}i'<',f?’eek 38.18204° |-85.884476° | Intermittent |  21.946 | 1467.12 | 0.13472176 | RBP 11 | 62 Poor
|2 | UTtoMilCresk | a5 1g0686° | -85.881343" | Intermittent | 14289 | 916.14 | 0.06309504 | RBP12 | 62 Poor
-3 ur ‘°CMU{'(')f$reek 38.186017° | -85.880045° | Intermittent |  23.494 17746 | 012221763 | RBP1 | 103 Poor
P-1__| Mill Creek Cutoff | 38.184475° | -85.883238" | Perennial | 1,925.074 | 6160.79 | 848593664 | RBP2 | 93 Poor
P-2 | Garrison Ditch | 38.180164° | -85.879108" | Perennial 35838 | 1454.57 | 0.40070799 | RBP 16 | 39 Poor
p3 | UTtoMICreek | 35 181654 |-85.875217" | Perennial | 225.894 | 1094.19 | 0.30142075 | RBP6 | 83 Poor
pa | UTtOMICreek | 35 180051" |.85.875271" | Perennial | 410997 | 12193 | 0.69978191 | RBP7 | 41 Poor

Ephemeral: 9,638 1.199

Sub Totals | Intermittent: 4,158 0.320

Perennial: 9,929 9.888

Grand Total: 23,725 11.407




JURISDICTIONAL WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES SUMMARY TABLES

E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION

PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

TABLE 4. Delineated Jurisdictional Wetlands

1 . M

Wotoa 1 |  StoamName | Classification | Area(acres)
Wetland A -2 PEM1 1.505
Wetland H P-2 PSS1 0.057
Wetland | E-16 PFO1 0.423
Wetland J E-18 PFO1 0.793
Wetland K E-18 PFO1 0.174
Wetland L 1-1 PFO1 0.093
Total Wetland Area: 3.045

' Jurisdictional Waters of the United States
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Rapid Bioassessment
Protocol (RBP) Data Sheets



RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: REP-1
Project Owner: E-ON/LGRE County: [Jefferson Stream ID: 1-3
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 71612009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff ) Width (1) 3.0
Flow Regime: Intermittent, Non-seasonal ~1 [Depth (fty 1.5
Channel is: Matural LI Lat: 3818602
Water is: ' Absent *! |JLong: -85.88005
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp {"F} n/a
pH nfa
Cond (wimhaos): nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score Downs{ream Photograph
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 3 sy 4
2. Embeddedness (0-20) a N §
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 7
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 10
5. Channel Flow Siatus (0-20) 4
G. Channel Alteration {0-20}) 19
7. Freguency of Riffles (Bends} (0-20) 16
8a, Bank stability (Lt Brk) (0-10) 3
8b. Bank stabiiity (Rt Bnk) 10-10) 6
9a. Veg. Protection {Lt Bnk) (0-10) 4
Sb. Veg. Protection {Rt Bnk} (0-10) 5
10a. Ripartan Width (Lt Bnk} (0-10) 10
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {(0-10) ]
Total Habitat Score: 103




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station 10: RBP-2
Project Owner: E-ON/LGBE County: |Jefferson Stream ID: P-1
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/16/2009
HUC_10. 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft): 60.0 i i ’
Flow Regime: Perennial LI Depth (f): 5.0
Channel is: | Manipulated x] |Lat 38.18448
Water is: _ Clear j Long: -85.88324
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp {°F) nia
pH n/a
Cond (Mmhos)’ n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 5
2. Embeddedness {0-20) 6
3. Velocity/Depth Regime {0-20) 12
4. Sediment Deposition {6-20) 8
5. Chnannel Flow Status {0-20) 13
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 15
7. Freguency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 16
8a. Bank stability (L.t Bnk) {0-10} 2
8b. Bank stability (Rt Brik) (0-10) 2
9a, Veq. Protection (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 5
Sb. Veg. Protection (Rt Brk) {0-10} 5
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk} {0-10} 9
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {8-10) 7
Total Habitat Score: 103




REBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream
Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-3
Project Owner: E-ON/LGEE County. |Jeffersen Stream 1D: E-6
HUC_14: 05140104320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7162009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft): 3.0
Flow Regime: . Ephemeral 'w Depth (ft): 1.0
Channel is: Matural r |Lat 38.18349
Water is: | Absent | |Long: -85.88385
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) nia
pH nfa
Cond (4mhos; nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 2
2 Embeddedness (0-20) 2
3. Velocity/Cepth Regime (0-20) 1
4. Sediment Deposition {0-20) 10
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20} 0
8. Channel Alteration (0-20) 16
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends} (0-20) 0
Ba. Banx stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 1
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) {0-10) 0
8a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk) {0-10} 1
gbh. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) (010} 1
10a. Riparian Width {Lt Bnk) (0-10) 7
+0b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) (0-10) g
Total Habitat Score: 50




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Streamn

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP4
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: [Jefferson Stream ID: E-5
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/16/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograp
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff width (ft): 2.0 pe Y G
Flow Regime: Ephemeral v |Depth (ft): 1.0
Channel is: Natural M IE 38.18357
Water is: . Absent > |Long: -85.88376
Investigaters: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) nfa
pH n/a
Cond (umhos}. nla
Comments:
REP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 3
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 19
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 1
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 18
5. Channel Fiow Stalus (0-20) 0
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 17
7. Frequency of Riffies (Bends) (0-20) 1
8a, Bank stability (Lt 8rik) (0-10) 6
8b. Bank stability (Rt Brik) (0-10) 7
9a, Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 4
98, Vey. Protection (Rt Bnk} {0-10) 3
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk} {0-10) 5
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {C-10) 5
Total Habitat Score: 89




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cana Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-5
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID: E-24
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 71612009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width {ft): 6.0
Flow Regime: @ Ephemeral ~|_|Deptn ity 3.0
Channel is;  Matural > |Lat 38.18483
Water is: | Absent > |Leng’ -85.88163
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) n/a
pH n/a
Cond (vmhaos)’ n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score Downstream Photograph
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20} [ B X e, S
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 7
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 1
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 10
5. Channel Flow Status {0-20) 0
6. Channel Alieration {0-20) 19
7. Frequency of Rifles {Bends) (0-20) 1
8a. Bank stability (Lt 8nk) (0-10) 5
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 5
9a. Veg, Protection (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 3
9b. Veg. Protection (Ri Bnk} {0-10) 3
10a. Riparian Width {Lt Bnk}) {C-10) 10
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {0-10} 10
Total Habitat Score: 79




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Froject: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station 10: RBP-6
Project Owner: E-ON/LGBE Caunty: |Jefferson Stream ID: P-3
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7M6/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (f1): 12.0
Flow Regime: Perennial ~ |Depth {t): 5.0
Channel is: Natural v |Lat 38.18165
Water is: Clear j Long: -85.87522
Investigators: " Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp {°F} nfa
pH n/a
Cond [umhos) nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate {0-20) 5
2. Embeddedness {0-20) 8
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 9
4, Sediment Deposition (0-20) 4
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 2
6. Channel Alteration {0-20) 16
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 14
8a. Bank stability {Lt Bnk) (0-10) 3
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 3
9a. Veq. Protection (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 4
9b. Veq. Protection (Rt 8nk} {C-10) L
10a. Riparian Width {Lt Bnk} {0-10) 5
1Cb. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {0-10) &
Total Habitat Score: 83




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-7
Project Owner: E-ON/LGXE County: |Jefferson Stream 1D P-4
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/16/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft): 25.0
Flow Regime: Perennial - |oepth gty 5.0
Channel is: Natural MEES 38.18225
Water is: | Clear =] Long: -85.87527
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F} n/a
pH nia
Cond {umhos) n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score Downstream Photograph

1. Epifaunal Substrate {0-20) 2 -

2. Embeddedness {0-20) 4

3. Velocity/Depth Regime {0-20) 3 P

4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 3 P

5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 2 AT

5. Channel Alteration (0-20) 1 i

7. Frequency of Rifftes {Bends) (0-20} 2 s G L

8a. Bark siability (Lt Bnk) {0-10} 5 g )

8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) (0-10} 3 3

9a. Veg. Protection {Lt Bnk) {(0-10) 4 b st S 7

gb. Veg, Protection (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 3 ;

10a. Riparian Width {Lt Bnk) {0-10) 5 , D T

10b_ Riparian Width (Rt Brik) {0-10) 5 SRR . _ '?\‘_; %

Total Habitat Score: 43 !_“a;t' A < ”_h‘ .-;i_). . i '<‘ . -




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station 1D: RBP-8
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jeffarson Stream ID: E-31
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7M6/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft): 12,0 N - R
Flow Regime: . Ephemeral ~| |oepth () 3.0 = :
Channel is: Natural =, |Lat 38.18428
Watef is: | Absent =l |Long: -85.87623
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp {°F} n/a
pH nia
Cond {umhos) nfa
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score Downstream Photagraph
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 3 o
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 4
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 1
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 2
5. Channel Fiow Status (0-20) 0
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 16
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) {0-20) 3
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk} {0-10) 1
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) {0-10) 1
9a. Veg. Protection {Lt Bnk) {0-10) 1
9k. Veg. Protection {Kt Bnk} {0-10) 1
10a Riparian Width {Lt Bnk} (C-10) 8
10b. Riparian Width {Rt Bnk) (C-10) 8
Total Habitat Score: 49




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station I1D: RBP-3
Project Owner: E-ON/LGEE County: |Jefferson Stream ID: E-38
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 711612009
HUC_10 051410101320 Beargrass Croek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft}: 4.0 ; W
Flow Regime: Ephemeral ~|_iDepth (i) 2.5
Channel is: | Natural M 38.18238
Water is: Absent ~' |Long: -85.87970
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp {°F) nfa
pH nia
Cond (unhos): n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 7
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 1
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 2
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 11
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 0
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 15
7. Frequency cf Riffles (Bends) {0-20) 1
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10Y 3
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) (0-18) 3
9a. Veg. Protection {Lt Bnk) (0-10) 3
gb. Veg. Protection (Rt Bk} (0-10) 3
10a. Riparian Widih (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 5
10b. Ripanan Width (Rt Brk) (0-10) 5
Total Habitat Score: 59




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream
Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-10
Project Owner: E-ONILGEE County: |Jefferson Stream ID: E-26
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 711652009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff _ [Width (ft) 6.0 T o
Flow Regime: | Ephemeral B =1 |Depth (i) 1.0 BHe y o
Channel is: ' Natural | |iat 38.182114
Water is: . Absent . |Long: -85.87574
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp ("F) n/a
pH n/a
Cond (4mhos) nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20} 2
2. Embeddedness (0-20}% 1
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 2
4. Sediment Deposition {0-20) 8
5. Channel Flow Status {0-20) 1]
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 7
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends} (0-20) 1
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 0
8b. Bank stability (Rt Brk) {0-10) 0
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 1
9b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) {0-10) 1
1Ca. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk} {C-10} 7
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 7
Total Habitat Score: 37




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-11
Project Cwner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream 1D: i1
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7M7/2009
HUC_10: 051410401320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photegraph
Streamn Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width {ft): 4.0 s T e
Slow Regime: | Imtermittent, Non-seasonal ~| [Depth (f): 1.5
Channel is: . Naturat ﬂ Lat: 38.18204
Water is: . Clear =i |Long: -85.88448
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) nfa
pH nfa
Cong (4mhos) na
Commerits:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score Downstream Photograph
1. Epifaunal Subsirate (0-20) 5 g ' “_.;- 4
2. Embeddedness {0-20) 12 - k
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 4
4. Sediment Deposition {0-20) 9
5. Channel Flow Status {0-20) [
6. Channe! Alteration {C-20) 12
7. Freguency of Riffles (Bends) {0-20) 4
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 2
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk} (0-10) 2
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 1
gh. Veg. Protection {Rt Bnk) (0-10) 1
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Brik) {0-10) 2
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk} {0-10) 2
Total Habitat Score: 62




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Praject. Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-12
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: [Jefferson Stream 1D: 1-2
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 711712009
HUGC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8 05140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft): 3.0
Flow Regime: Intermittent, Non-seasonal ~| |Depth (ft); 1.0
Channel is: Natural ~| JLat 38.18269
Water is: | Absent v [Long: -85.88134
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) n/a
pH nla
Cand {umhos) n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 2
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 5
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 3
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 9
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 0
6. Channel Alteration {0-20) 14
7. Freguency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 2
Ba. Bank stability {Lt Bnk) (0-10) 2
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 2
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 2
9b. Vey. Protection (Rt Bnk} (0-10) 1
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk} {C-10) 10
10b. Riparian Width {Rt Bnk) {0-10) 10
Totat Habitat Score: 62




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-13
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&EE County: |Jefferson Stream 1D: E-10
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 711712009
HUC_1t: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC 8 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Garrison Ditch Width (ft). 8.0 T )
Flow Regime: Ephermeral - |Depth {ft): 1.0
Channel is: | Natural M= 38.18159
Water s | Absent . |Leng: -85.88054
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp {*F) nfa
pH nfa
Congd {umhos} nfa
Comments:
REBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 4
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 6
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 1
4. Sediment Deposifion {0-20) 6
5. Channel Flow Status {0-20) 2
&. Channel Alteration {0-20} 5
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) {0-20) 0
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 7
8h. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 5
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk} (0-10) 3
9b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 3
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) (0-10} ]
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) (0-10} 2
Total Habitat Scaore: 50




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfifl State: KY Station ID: RBP-15
Project Owner: E-ON/ILG&E County: |Jefferson Strearn ID: E-9
HUGC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 772009
HUG_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Garrison Ditch | Width {f): 5.0 i i |
Flow Regime: | Ephemeral v |Depth (ft): 2.0
Channel is: | Manipulated ~ Lat: 38.18081
Water is: . Absent | |Long: -85.88002
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) nia
pH nia
Cond {4mhos) nfa
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate {0-20} 4
2. Embeddedness {C-20) 7
3. Velocity/Cepth Regime (0-20} 2
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20} 8
5, Channel Flow Status (0-20) 0
8. Channel Alteration (0-20) ]
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 1
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 2
8b. Bank stability (Rt Brik} (0-10) 2
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Brk) (0-10} 2
9b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 4
10a. Riparian Width {Lt Bnk) {0-1D) 2
10b. Riparian Width {Rt Bnk) {0-10) 2
Total Habitat Score: 42




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-16
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID: pP-2
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/17/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: Garrison Ditch ~~_ |Width (fty: 12,0 < 1& EE
Flow Regime:  Perennial - ~' |Depth (fl): 4.0 : 4
Charnnel is; 1 Manipulated v, |Lat: 38.18016
Water is: | Absent =] lLong: -85.87911
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) nla
pH n/a
Cond (+mhas): n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 3
2, Embeddednass ({0-20) 2
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 4
4. Sediment Ceposition (0-20) 6
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 5
5. Channel Alteration {C-20) 3
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends} {0-20) 3
8a. Bank stability (L1 Brk) (C-10) 1
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 1
Sa, Veq, Protection (Lt Brk} (0-10} 0
gb. Veg. Protection (Rt Bk} (0-1C) 0
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 3
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {0-10) 5
Total Habitat Score: 39




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station 10: RBP-17
Project Cwner: E-ON/ILGSE County: [Jefferson Stream 1D: E-15
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 711712009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8&; 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photagraph
Stream Name: UT to Garrison Ditch _|width (ft): .0 rEEy s :‘%‘%ﬂg :
Flow Regime: Ephemeral . |Depth (it): 1.5 Rl % et
Channel is: Manipulated = |Lat 38.17788 R L, L
Water is: Absent =1 [Long: .85.47782 Ak ¥
Investigators: | Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) nia
pH nfa
Cond (Ymhes) nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 1
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 5
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 1
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 2
5. Channel Flow Status {0-20) 0
6. Channel Alteration {0-20) 8
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) {0-20) 1
8a. Bank stability (L.t Bnk) {C-10) 0
8l. Bank stability (Rt Brk} (C-10) 0
9a. Veg. Pretection (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 0
8b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) {C-10) 1
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk} (0-10) 2
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 1
Total Habitat Score: 20




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfilt State: KY Station ID: RBP-18
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID; E-16
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/28/200%9
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff _ __IWidth (f): 7.0 -
Flow Regims: ' Ephemeral *i_|Depth (fty 3.0
Channel is: " Natural * |Lat: 38,18096
Water is: | Clear =~ |Leng: -85.87851
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Brian Fox Temp (°F) nia
pH nia
Cond (4mhos) nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 8
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 10
4. Sediment Depasition (0-20) 3
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) L]
6. Channel Alieration (0-20) 20
7. Frequency of Riffles {Bends) (0-20) ]
Ba. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 3
8b. Bank stability (Rt 8nk}) (0-10) 3
8a. Veg. Pratection {Lt Bnk) {0-10) 8
gb. Veg. Protection (Rt Brk) {0-10) 8
10a. Riparian Width {Lt Bnk) (C-10} 10
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk} 0-10) 10
Total Habitat Score: 102




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State; KY Station ID: RBP-19
Project Owner. E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID; E-18
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/28/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft): 3.0 T ' ¥
Flow Regime: | Ephemeral =|_|Depth (fty: 1.0
Channel is: Natural = |Lat 38.18086
VWater is: . Absent T |Long: -85.87830
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Brian Fox Temp {°F) n/a
pH nia
Cond (umhos) n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate {0-20} 3
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 3
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 8
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) o
6. Channel Alteration {0-20) 20
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) {0-20) 13
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bk} (0-10) 6
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) {0-10) 3
9a. Veq. Protection (Lt Bnk} {0-10) 6
95. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk}) {0-10) B
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk} {0-10) 10
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {C-10} 10
Total Habitat Score: 94




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-20
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream 1B: E-16
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Greek Cutoff City Louisvilte Date: 7/31/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ft): 7.0 <
Flow Regime: | Ephemeral ~| |Depth (fty 1.0
Channet is: | Natural ~| |Lat: 38.18022
Water is: | Clear >l lLong: -85.87817
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Brian Fox  |Temp (°F) n/a
pH nfa
Cond (+mhos). nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Subsirate (0-20) 3
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Oepth Regime (0-20) 8
4. Sediment Deposition (0-200% 13
§. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 18
6. Channel Alteration {0-20) 13
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends)} (0-20) 3
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 9
89, Bank stability (Rt Brk} {0-10) g
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk} {0-10) 10
9k, Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) {0-10} 10
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) {0-10} 9
1Ck. Riparian Width (Rt Brk) (0-10) 9
Total Habitat Score: 117




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Froject: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-21
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID: E-12
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 713172009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (ff): 4.0
Flow Regime: Ephemeral 7| |Depth tfi): 0.5
Channel is: | Natural 7] |Lat 38.18089
Water is: | Clear =] |Long: -86.87939
Investigators: " Jared Edwards, Brian Fox Temp (°F) n/a
pH nia
Cond (4mhos): na
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate {0-20) 3
2. Embeddedness {0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime {8-20) 3
4, Sediment Deposition {0-20) 3
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 13
6. Channel Alteration (G-20) 8
7. Frequency cf Riffles {Bends) {0-20) B
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10) B
8b, Bank stability (Rt Brk) (0-10} 8
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk} (0-10) 8
3b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) (0-10} 8
10a. Riparian Width {Lt Brik) (0-10} 1¢
10b. Riparian Width {Rt Bnk} (0-10) 10
Total Hahitat Score: 93




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project. Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station 1D: RBP-22
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: [Jefferson Stream ID: E-11
HUC _14: 5140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/31/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: (5140101 Salt River
Stream Name: UT to Mill CGreek Cutoff | Width (ft). 6.0
Flow Regime: | Ephemeral 7. |Depth (#): 3.0
Channel is: | Natural ! |Lat 38.18106
Water is: J Clear 7: Leng: -85.87971
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Brian Fox Temp {°F) nfa
pH nfa
Cond (umhos): na
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 13
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 13
3. Veigcity/Depth Regime (0-20) 13
4. Sediment Deposition {0-20) 8
5. Channel Flow Siatus (0-20) 3
6. Channel Alteration {0-20) 18
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends} (0-20) 13
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 1
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) {(0-10) 1
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 4
9b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk} (0-10) 4
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) (0-10) 14
10b. Riparian Width {Rt Bnk) (0-10) 10
Total Habitat Score: 111




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill Stata: KY Station ID: RBP-23
Project Owner: E-ONILG&E Courty: |Jeffarson Stream 1D: E-13
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutofi City Louisville Date: 7/31/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140191 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Greek Cutoff Width (ft). 2.0 .
Flow Regime: Ephemeral = [Depih gy 1.0
Channel is: Natural =] |Lat: 38.18102
Water is: Clear :J Leng: -85.87954
Investigators. Jared Edwards, Brian Fox Temp (°F}) n/a
pH nia
Cond {umhos} n/a
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 3
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime {0-20) 3
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 8
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 13
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 18
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 13
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) {0-10) B
85, Bank stability (Rt Brk} {8-10) 8
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt 8nk) {0-10) 7
9b. Veq. Protection (Rt Bnk) {C-10) 7
10a, Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) {0-19) 10
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {0-10) 10
Total Habitat Score: 111




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landgfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-24
Project Cwner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream iD: E-16
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 7/31/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creak
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Gutoff Width (ft); 4.0 * ; 3
Flow Regime. | Ephemeral = |peptn ia): 1.0 B
Channel is; | Natural | lLat 38.17945 L=
Water is: | clear ! |Long: -85.87768 .
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Brian Fox Temp {°F) nia !
pH n/a g
Gond {umhos) nla =2
Comments: Moy
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) ]
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 13
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 3
4. Sediment Depasition (0-20) 8
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20} 18
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 8
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 13
8a. Bank stability {Lt Bnk) (0-10) 8
8b. Bank stability {Rt Bnk) {0-10) g
9a. Veyg. Protection (Lt Bk} {0-10) 8
9b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) {0-10) 8
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 10
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 5
Total Habitat Score: 118




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-25
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID: E-1a
HUC_14: 0514001320050 Mill Creek Cutoff Clty Louisville Date: 81312009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Gutoff _ [Width (ft): 10.0
Flow Regime: , Ephemeral . |Depth (i) 3.0
Channel is: Artificial v |Lat 38.18021
Waler is: Absent > |kong -85.88430
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F} nia
pH n/a
Cond {4mhos) nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score Dawnstream Photograph
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-200 3
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 3
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) B
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 2
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 3
7. Frequency of Riffles {Bends) (0-20) 3
8a. Bank siability {Lt Bnk) (0-10) 8
8b. Bank stability {Rt Bnk) (0-10) 8
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bnk) {0-10) 9
9b. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk) (0-10) 9
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) {0100 1
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) (0-10) Fl
Total Habitat Score: 62




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-26
Project Owner: E-ON/LGRE County: |Jefferson Stream ID: E-3
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 8/13/2000
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: | UT to Mill Creek Cutoff Width (it 10.0 Sk Rt
Flow Regime: | Ephemeral v|_[oeptn 3.0
Channel is: ' Artificial M 38.18194
Water is: | Absent ~| |Long: -85.88408
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F} nla
pH nfa
Cond (4mhes) nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score Downstream Photograph
1. Epifaunal Substrate {0-20) 3 TR A e
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime {0-20) 3
4. Sediment Deposition (0-20) 8
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 2
6. Channel Alteraticn {0-20) 3
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) {0-20) 3
8a. Bank stability (Lt 8nk) (0-10) 8
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) {C-10) 8
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Bk} {0-10) 9
gb. Veg. Protection (Rt Bnk} (0-10) 9
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Bnk) {0-10) Al
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) (0-10) z
Total Habitat Score: 62




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-27
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID: E-38
HUC_14: 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 8/13/2009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_g&: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Greek Cutoff Width (ft): 4.0 . v&;
Flow Regime: | Ephemeral B ~| |Depth {fty: 1.0 "
Channel is: | Manipulated _'I Lat: 38.18320
Water is: | Absent - Long: -§5.87966
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F} na
pH nia
Cond [(umhos) na
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 3
2. Embeddedness (0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime (0-20) 2
4. Sediment Depasition (0-20) 5
5. Channel Flow Status (0-20) 0
6. Channel Alteration (0-20) 7
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 3
8a. Bank stability (Lt Bnk) {0-16) [
8b. Bank stability (Rt Bnk) {0-1G) 6
9a. Veg. Protection (Lt Brik) {8-10) 5
9b. Veg. Profection (Ri Brk} {0-10) 5
10a. Rigarian Width (Lt Bnk) {C-10) 8
10b. Riparian Width (Rt Bnk) {C-10) 8
Total Habitat Score: 61




RBP Habitat Assessment - Low Gradient Stream

Project: Cane Run Landfill State: KY Station ID: RBP-28
Project Owner: E-ON/LG&E County: |Jefferson Stream ID; E-34
HUC 14 05140101320050 Mill Creek Cutoff City Louisville Date: 81372009
HUC_10: 051410101320 Beargrass Creek
HUC_8: 05140101 Salt River Upstream Photograph
Stream Name: UT to Mill Creek Cutoff _[vidth ity 4.0 E AL wm Ty
Flow Regime. | Ephemeral v |Depth i) 1.0 AR
Channel is: Natural > |Lat 38.18529
Water is: | Absent =] |tong: -85.37685
Investigators: Jared Edwards, Rita Davis Temp (°F) nia
pH n/a
Cond tumhos} nia
Comments:
RBP Habitat Parameters Units Score
1. Epifaunal Substrate (0-20) 2
2. Embeddedness {0-20) 3
3. Velocity/Depth Regime {C-20) 2
4. Sediment Deposition {0-20) 8
5. Channel Flow Status {0-20) 0
&. Channel Alteration 0-20) 5
7. Frequency of Riffles (Bends) (0-20) 3
Ra. Bank stability {Lt Bnk) (0-10} 5
8b. Bank siability (Rt Bnk) (0-10} 5
9a. Veg. Protection {Lt Bnk} (0-10) 4
9b. Veg. Protection {Rt Bnk) (0-10) 4
10a. Riparian Width (Lt Brk) {0-10) 4
10b. Riparian Width {Rt Brk} (0-10) 4
Total Habitat Score: 49




Wetland Delineation Data Sheets



ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
11587 COE Weltands Deineation Manual}

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Plot iD: WAS-1

Transecl ID;

Location: Proposed Landfill frea

Communty iD:

FrojectiSite. Cane Run Landfill Froject

Date. 7/21/09

Dwner E-OMNLGAE

County: Jefferson

Investipator: Bran Fox, Rlta Davis

State. Kenlucky

WETLAND DE TERMINATION
Do Mormal Circumstances exist on the site? YES
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? NO
Is the area a polenlial Probiem Area” HO
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? NOC
Wwatland Hydrology Present? NG
Hedric Soils Prasem? NO

Is this Sampling Peint Within a Wetand?

[Remarks:
: VEGETATION -
Dominant FlﬁtSpecies Stratum Indicator Darninant Plant Spacies Stratum Indicator
1 Rubus aheghenansis SHRUB Facu- 4. Prgnanthes altissima HERB FaCu-
2 Sambucus canadensis HEREB F&C - i0
3 Schedonorus phoems HERB FACL "
4 \Vihs sp. VINE 12,
5 Lonicera japomca VINE FAC- 13
& Sorghurm hatepense HERB FAGU 14
7 Toxicodendran radicans HERB F&C 12
8 Ambmsia artemisifolia HERB FACL T4,
Fercen of Dominant Specias that are OBL, FACW ar FAC fexciuding FAC-) 25% o
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Veqgetalion Presentd NO
HYDROLOGY - :
Primary [ndlcators Secondary Indicatars {2 or more required| Fleld Observations:
Inundated . Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 in Depth of Surface VWater NIO
Saturated in Upper 12 Inchas T |water-Stained Leaves Dieptn 1o Waler in Pit: NIO
Water Marks Local Soil Survey Dala Cepth ko Saturated Sail NIO
Dift Lines Farl-Meutral Test Recorded Data [Describe in Remarks}?
Sediment Deposits Cher explan in Remarks) Siream, Lake or Tide Gatige. HIA
Drainage Fatterns in Wetlands X |Nans Aerlal Pholographs: NiR
X |None Cther ; NIA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] NO
SOILS
Map Urut Narmne: Wheeling Loam IDrainags Class. Well Draned
Taxonomy. Finelsamy. mixed. aclve, mesic Uitic Haphdalfs Fieid Observatlons Confirm Mapped Type?
Depth {In.} |Horizen| Matrix Caler (Munsall Mofst} Wottle Color [AbundancefContrast} Texturs, Structure, Concrations, etc.
o8 TOvRAd Sin Loam
8-i6" T10TRA/G Sill Loam
Hydric Soll Indicators;
Higiosol Reducing Conditions | [Organe Sireakmg in Sandy Soils
Hislic Epipedon Gleyed or Low-Chroma Celors Listzd an Local / National Hydne Sois List
Sulfidic Odor Cancrations _JDther {Explain in Remarks)
Aquie Moisture Regime High Qrganic Content in Surace of Sandy Soiis X |Nons
Remarks:
| Hydri Soils Present?] NO




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

(1587 COE Wetlands Delineabon Manual

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Piot 10: WAS-2 Transect ID:
Location: Proposed Landfll Area Community 1D; PEM1A
ProjectSite: Cane Run | andfill Project Bate: 7/21/03

Owrar: E-ONAG&E

County Jefersgn

Inveshgater: Brign Fox. Rita Davis

Slate kentucky

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Brift Linas

FaC-MNeutral Test

Do Normal Cirturnstances exist on the site? YES
b5 the site significantiy dislurbad (Alyoical Sduation)? [[]¢]
Is the area a potentlal Froblem Area” NO
Hydraphytic Vegetation Presant? YES
Wetland Hydrology Present? YES
Hydric Solls Prasent? YES
{is this Sampling Polnt Within & Wetland? YES
Remarks;
. VEGETATION
Deminant Flant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Flant Species Stratym Indicator
1 Phalaris arundinacea HERH FACWS 9 Juncus temas HERE FALC-
2 Bambucus canadensis HERS FACH- 10
3 Leersa oryzoides HERB CBL 11
4 FEfeochans oblusa HERB QBL 12
5 Ligiwdambar stryaciffua SEPLIMNG FAC 13
6. Juntus effusus HERSE FACW 14
7 Scirpus atrovirens HERE OHL 13
B. Carex vulpinormiea HERB OBL 16
Rarcent of Dominant Species that are QBL. FACW or FAC {excluding FAL-+ 29%
Remarks: -
[ Hydroghylic. Vegetation Preserl? YES
HYDROLOGY )
I|=’rlmary Indicators Secondary Indicators (2 or more reguired) Fleid Dbservations:
Inungalad X {(Oxidized Roat Channels in Upper 12 in Depth of Suface Waler N/D
X |Saturated in Upper 12 Inchas Water-Staned Leaves Depth to Waler In Pit WO
Yvater Marks Local Soi Survey Data Depth 1o Saturated Sall- NIC

Recorded Data [Describe in Remarks)?

Sedimen Deposits Ciher (explam in Remarks} Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge: NiA
¥ |Dranage Patierns in Wellands None Agrial Pholographs NiA
Nane Other NiA
Remarks:
| Wellang Hygrology Fresent ar Indicated ¥ YES
SOILS -
Map Unit Name. Weinbach Sill Leam Grainage Class. Somewhat Poorly Drained

Taxoaomy Fine-silty, mixed. aclive mesi Asnc Fragaqualls

Field Qbservations Confimm Mapped Type?

Depth {in.) [Horizen| Matrlx Color {Munseil Molst) Mattle Golor {AbundancefContrast) Texture, Structure, Concretions, etc.
YT T0YRS/2 1OYRA/B [many/distines) Sitty Clay
Hydric Sol Indicators:
Histesal Reducing Condhians Crganic Streaking in Sandy Saits
Histic Eppadaon X |Gleyed or Low-Cnroma Colars | |Listed on Local f Matianal Hydne Sails List
Sulfigic Odor Concretions | |Otner (Explan in Rermarks)
Aquic Moisiure Regime High Qtganic Cantent in Surface of Sandy Solis [ |Nong

Remarks:

[ Hydne Soils Present?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

(1987 COE Wetlands

Dalinaation Manuat)

SAMPLING STATION INFORMA TION

Plot 10 WAS-3 Transect II:
Location: Proposed Landfill Area Commurhty ID:

ProjecliSite  Cane Run Landfil Propeal

Date: 721108

Cwner: E-ONALGEE

Counly Jefierson

Investinator. Brian Fox, Rita Davis

State: Kentucky

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Do Normal Crrcunsiances exist on the sie? YES
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation}? NO
|5 the area a polenbal Problem Area? NO
Hydrophylic Vegelaiion Present? YES
Wetland Hydrolopy Preseni? YES
MHydric Soils Presem? YES
is thls Sarnpling Polnt Within a Wetland? YES
Remarks:
VEGETATION .
Cominant Pfant Speci Stratum |ndicator Dominani Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Phafars arundinacea HERB FACWS g
2 Sambucus canadensis HERB FACW- ]
3 Schadonorus phoemnx HERB Facl 11
4 Efeachar’s abtuss HERB QBL 12,
5 Mentha spicala HERB FACW+ 13
6. Juncus effusus HERE FACW+ 14.
7 Carex vufinordea HERE aBL 15.
8. 16.
Percent of Dominant Species thal are OBL, FACW or FAC {excluding FAC-} BB %
IRemarks:
| Hydrophylic vegetation Present?] YES
HYDROLOGY

Primary Indicators

Secondary Indlcators {2 or mare required)

Field Observations:

inundated

X |Saturated m Upper 12 Inches

Waler Marks

Drifi Lines

Cradized Roo! Channrels in Upper 12 in

Wiler-Slaned Leaves
Local Sl Survey Data
FAG-Newral Tesl

Oepth of Surface Water NI
Depth to Water in Pil: NfD
Clepih to Saturated Soil. NIQ

Recorded Data (Descrite in Remarks)?

Sediment Deposes Other (explain in Remarks) Stream, Lake, or Tds Gauge NJA

Drainage Pattems In Wetlands Nong Aerial Photegraphs- N/A

Mone Oiher : NIA
Remarks:

| Welland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] YES

S0ILS

_Magp Unit Name.

Weinbach Sill Loam

Dramage Class Samewhat Poorly Drained

Taxcnomy, Fine-silty, mixed, aciive, mesic Aeric Fragiaquatfs

Field Observatons Confirm Mapped Type?

Bepth {In.} |Horizon | Mairlx Color {Munsell Moist) Mottle Color {Abhundance/Contrast) Texture, Structure, Concretions, elc.
012" 10YR4/2 10YR 46 {small/dislinet) Sty Cray
12-16" HOYRE(D 10YR4/4 (largeidistinet) Silty Clay

Hydric Scil Indicators:

Histosal

Histic Epipednn X

Sulfidic Qdar

Aguic Masiure Regime

Reducing Conditions
Gleyed or Low-Chroima Colars

Concretians

High Otganie Content in Burface of Sandy Swils

Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

Lisled en Local / Mational Hydric Soits List
Other [Explain in Remarks)

Momne

Remarks:

Hydric Soits Presen?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
{1887 COE Wetiands Delineation Manuall

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Plot ID. Was4

Transecl 1D

| coation: Proposad Landill Ares

Community 10

ProjectSite; Cane Run Landfil Project

Date: 7/21/09

Cwner: E-ON/LGEE

County: Jeffarson

Investig_zlnor. Brian Fox, Rita Davis

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Stale: Kentucky

Co Momal Circums!ances exist an the sie? YES
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atymcal Situation? RO
|s the area a potentral Problem Area® NO
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? NO
Wetland Hydrology Present? NO
Hydnc Soils Present? ND

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland?

[Remarks:

. VEGETATION
Domlinant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Straium Indicatar
1 Schedonorus phoamnix HERB FACL a
2 Setania faber HERB UPL 4.
3 Lonicera japonica VINE FAC- 11
4 Sorghum halepense HERE FACU 12
5 i
[ 14,
T 15
| 16
Percenl of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC |excluding FAC-) 0%
Remarks:
| Hydropnyilc Vegetation Presem? NO
: HYDROLOGY
ﬁ’rimary Indicators Secondary Indlcators (2 or more regulred) Fleid Observatians:
Inundated Oxidized Raot Channels in Upper 120 Depih of Surface Water NIQ
Salurated m Upper 12 Inches Water-Staned Leaves Cepih to Water in P NIQ
Watar Marks Losal SoIl Survey Data Depth to Saturated Soil- NIO
Drift Lines FAG-Meuttal Test Recorded Data |Describe in Remarks)?
Sedimem Deposils Other texplain in Remarks) Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge. NiA
Dralnage Fattemns in Wellands X |Mone Aerial #hotographs: Ni
X |None Jiher - NIA
Remarks:

| Wetland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] NO

. BOILS

WMap Unit Wame:

Weinbach Silt Loam

Drainage Class: Somewhal Poorly Drained

Taxongmy: Fine-silly. mized, active mesic Aeric Fragiagualls

Field Observatigns Conlirm Mapped Type?.

Depth {in.} |Horizon| Matrix Color (Munsell Mnist] Mattie Color jAbundance/Contrast) Taxture, Structure, Concrations, ete.
08" 10YR4/3 10YR4M tHawifamt) Sift Loam
B-16" 10¥R4:4 St Loam

Hydric §oll Indicators:

Histosol Reducing Condmons | |Qrganic Swreaking in Sandy Soiis

Histic Epipedon Gleyad or Low-Chrama Colars |isted on Locat/ National Hydrlc Soits List
Sutildle Qdar Congretions |_|other (Explain n Remarks)

Aquic Mouslure Regime High Organic Content in Surface of Sandy Soils X |MNong

Remarks:

i Hydne Soits Present?! NO




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
(1587 COE Wetlands Bellneahon Manual

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Flei 1D WAS-§ Transect ID: _
Locatiorn: Proposed Landfill Area Commundy 10
FProjact/Site: Cane Run Landfill Fraject Date. 7121/0%
Owner: E-ONALGEE County Jeflerson
Investigalor Bnan Fox Rita Davis State: Kentucky
. WETLAND DETERMINATION -
Do Normal Circumsiances exist on the sie? YES
Is Lhe site sigrificantly disturbed (Atyocal Situahoni? NO
Is the area a poleniial Problem Araa? N
Hydrophytic Vegelation Presem? YES
Wetland Hydrology Presem? YES
Hyarie Soils Prasent? YES
s this Sampling Polnt Within & Wetiand? YES
Remarks:
. VEGETATION
Dominant Flant Specles Straium indlcator Daminant Pltant Species Stratum Indlcator
1 Mentha spicata HERB FACW+ o
2 Juncus effufus HERBE FACW+ LD
T Juncus ters HERB FAC- 1
4 Scipus alrovirens HERS oBL 12,
5 135
7] 14
7 15
g 18
Percent of Deminant Species that are OBL, FACW of FAC \excluding FAG- T5%
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegetalion Present? YES
] - HYDROLOGY :
[Frimary Indicators Sacondary indicatars {2 or more reguired) Fleld Observatons,
Inundatad % |Crdized Reot Channels n Upper 1210 Depth of Surface Watar NI
X |Saturated in Upper 12 Inches Water-Stained Leaves Depth to Water i Pit NI
Wiater Marks Local Soif Survey Data Depin to Satutated Soil NIO
Drfi Lines FAC-Meutral Test Recardad Data (Descrike In Remarks)?
Sedwment Deposds Dther texplan in Remarks} Stream. Lake. or Tide (Gauge: NiA,
Dramage Patterns n Wetiands None Aerial Photographs. NiA
HNone Other NIA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hyarology Present or indicated?} YES
S0OILS . R
Map Unit Name: Weinbach Sl Loam Dranage Class Somewnat Pogriy Drained
Taxonomy Flne-silty, mixed, active mesic Agric Fragagualls Field Obsarvations Confirm Mapped Type?
Depth {In.} [Horizen | Matrix Colar {(Munsell Mofst) Mottle Color (AbundancefContrast) Texture, Structure, Concretions, etc.
D-16" 10¥REI2 10YR4/6 many/distinct) Silty Clay
Hydrie Soil Indicators:
Histosol Reducing GConditions Organic Streaking n Sandy Soils
Histic Epipeton X |Gieyed or Low-Chroma Colors | Listed on Local / National Hydric Sails List
Sulfidic Odor Concretlons Other {Exptain in Remarks}
Aquic Maisture Ragime High Organle Cantent in Surface of Sandy Soils Mane
Femarks:
| Hydric Seils Present?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
_ {1887 COE Wetlands Delineatian fanual
SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION
Plot iD. WAS-6 Transect 10
Lueation Propased Landfill Area Community 10:
Frojeci'Site. Cane Rur Landfill Projert Data: 7/21/09
Cwner: E-OMLGEE County Jefferson
!nvestigalor: Brian Fox, Rita Davis —_— State Kenlucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION .
Do Mormal Circumstances exist on the sag? YES
|5 the site signieantly disturbed (Atyplcal Siluation)? NO
Is the area a potential Problem Area” NC
Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? NO
Weltand Hydrology Present? NO
Hydric Soils Present? NC
Is this Sampling Polnt Within a Wetland?
Ramarks:
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Vius sp. VINE 4 Trfohum pratense HERE FACL-
2 Schedonorss phoenix HERB FALCU 10 Sohdage alissima HERB FALU-
3. Lonicers japanice YINE FAC- 1
4 Sorghum halepense HERE FACL 12
5. Qachyhs glomerala HERB FacU 13
B. Ambrosia arternisifola HERB FACU 14
7. Prenanthes aftissima HERB FALL- 15
B Campsis radhcans HERS FAC 15
Fercant of Dominanl Spacies that are OBL. FACW or FAC (excludmg FAL- 1%
Remaris:
| Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?’] NO
HYDROLODGY -
Primary Indicators Secondary Indlcators {2 ar morg regulred) Field Ohsarvations:
Inundated Oxdized Rool Channals in Uppar 12 n Depth of Surface VWater RO
Saturated In Upper 12 Inches Vater-Stained Leaves Deph to Water in P1t- NIO
Water Marks Local Soil Survey Dala Diepth 1o Saturated Soil: NID
Dirift Linegs FAC-Neuiral Test Recarded Date (Deseribe in Ramarks)?
Sediment Deposits Other {explain in Remarks}) Siream, Lake. or Tide Gauge: NiA
Drainage Patterns in Wetlands X |None Aenal Rhotographs Ni&
X |MNens {Hher NIA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hydrology Present or Indicated?® NG
. S0ILS
Map Unit Name Weinbach Silt Leam iDrainage Class. Somewhat Paorly Drained
Taxonomy  Fine-silty, mixed, active. mesic Aeric Fragiaqualls Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?.
Depth fin) |Horzon| Matrix Solor {Munszll Moist) Maotile Colar (AbundancafContrast) Texture Structure, Concrgtlons, ete.
0-18" 1R 44 Sitty Clay
Hydric Soll Indicators:
Histosol Reduong Condtions Organic Streaking in Zandy Saits
Histic Epipedan Gileyed or Low-Chroma Colors : Listed on Lotal f Natona! Hydne Sails st
Sulfidic Odor Concretions iher {Explain in Remarks)
Aguic Moisiure Reqima High Drganlc Content sn Surface of Sandy Soils X |Mone
Remarks:
Hydric 50is Present?| NO




ROUTINE WETLAMD DETERMINATION DATA FORM
{1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual}
SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION
Piot 10 WAS-7 Tranzect ID:
Location Proposed Landfil Area Comumunity 1D
HPrnjecﬂSile‘ Cane Run Landfill Projec! Date /21108
fowner: E-ON/LGBE County. Jefferson
llnvesllgal.or. Brian Fox. Rna Davis _ State Hentucky
_WETLAND BETERMINATION
Da Normai Circumslances exist on Ihe site? YES
15 the site sigrificantly disturbed (Atyplcal Siluation)? NO
Is \he area a polential Problem Areg”? NG
Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? YES
Weliand Hydrology Present? YES
Hydric Seils Fresant? YES
Is this Samuling Point Within a Wetland? YES
[Remarks:
R r )é
e & —
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Doml Plant Species Stratum Indlcator
1 Bidens frandasa HERB FACW 4.
2 Sambucus canadens:s HERS F AT 1
3 Elsochans oblusa HERB QBL 11
4 Juncus effusus HERB F AW 12
5 Juncus tenwms HERB FAC- 13
g 14
7 15
& 16
Perzent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC {excluding FAC-) BOY%
Remarks:
| Hydraphylic Yegetalon Present?| YES
HYDROLOGY .
|Frimary indlcators Secondary Indicators {2 or more required) Field Obsarvations:
Inundated Cundized Root Channais in Upper 1210 Depih of Surface Water- NIO
X |Saturated in Upper 12 Inches Water-Stained L eaves Depth to Water 1n P NIC
Water Marks Local Soil Survey Data Depth to Saturated Sol: N/O
Drift Lines FALC-Neutral Test Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks)?
Sadimen Deposis Cither {explain in Remarks) Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge NiA
Drainage Pattarns in Watlands X |Nane Aerial Photographs: N/A,
Nane Qther N/&
Remarks:
| Wetland Hydrology Fresenl or Indicaled?| YES |
SOILS
Map Lnit Name: Weinbach SiH Loam o Drainege Class: Semewhat Poorly Drained
Taxonormy. Fine-silly, mixed, active, mesic Aenc Fragiaquakis Figld Qbservations Confirrn Mapped Type™:
Clepth (in.) |Hovizon ! Matrix Colar (Munsell Moist) Motle Colar (AbundancefContrasl) Taxture, Structure, Concretions, &ic.
D-18" 10¥R42 1GYRA/E {many/distinet; Silty Clay
116" iDYRA3 1Y R45 {many/distinct)
Hydric Soll Indicators:
Histosol Reduting Conditions | _|Crganic Streaking in Sandy Soils
Histle Epmedon % |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors Listed pn Local ¢ National Hydric Sods List
Sulfidile Odor Coneretigns :Oiher {Exgiain i Remarks)
Aquic Moisiure Regime High Orgame Comtent in Sudace of Sandy Soils None
|Remarks:
| Hydric Scils Presentt] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

1887 COE Wetlands Delnmzahan Manual)

SAMPLING 5TATION INFORMATION

Rl (1D WAS-8

Transecl iD:

Locatian Proposed Landlill Area

Communiy 10

Projest!Sie, Cane Run |andfill Praject

Date 7421109

Dwner E-ONILGEE

Courty Jefferson

Invesngator Brian Fox. Rlila Davis _ . State: Kentuchky
o . WETLAND DETERMINATION
Da Mormal Crcumstances exisl on the sie? YES
15 the sie signdicantly dislurbed {Alypical Situation}? NO
Is the area a pautential Fmoblem Area? NO
Hydrophylic Vegetalion Prasent? NO
Welland Hydrology Present? NO
Hydrle Sonls Present? NO

Is this Sampling Paint Within a Wetland?

Remarks:

VEGETATION :
Cominant Plant Spacies Stratum Indicatar Domlinant Plant Spacies Stratum Indficator
1 Apocynum cannahnum HERB FAL 9.
2 Schedonorus phoenic HEREB Facy i0
3 i1
4 12
5 13
& 14
7 15
8 16
Percent of Dominanl Species that are OBL. FACW or FAC (excluding FAC-t 50%
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Yegetation Present?| NO
HYDROLOGY

l]T’rllrrlarg,r indicators

Secondary Indlcators {2 or more required)

Figld Qbsarvations:

Inundated

G g Root Channets in Upper 12.1n

Saturated n Upper 12 Inches

Water Marks

[rift Linas

Wpter-Stained Leaves
Local Soil Gurvey Dala
FAC-Meutral Test

Depth of Surface Watar NI
Depth to Vater in Pt NIO
Crepth to Salurated Sol. NIOQ

Recorded Dala {Describe in Remarks)?

Sediment Deposits Other {gxptain in Remarks) Stream_ Lake, or Tide Gauge. NIA

Brainage Patterms in Watlanas X [Nuone Astidl Phalographs: Nig

X jhone Hher - NiA
Remarks:

Welland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] NO

SDILS

|_Map Unit Name: Vieinbach Sl Loam

Drainage Class Somewhal Poeotly Dralned

Tazonomry: Flne-sity

_mixed, achve, mesic Aene Fragiaquaifs

_[Field Observations Confirm Mapped Type?:

Depth {in.) |Horizen| Mairix Celor {(Munsell Malst) Mattie Color {Abundance/Contrast) Texlurg, Structura, Concrelions, eic.
o-16" 10YR4id Sikty Loam
Hydric Soll Indicators:
Histosol Reduang Condlions Orgamc Streaking in Sandy Soils
Mistiz Epipedon feyed or Low-Chroma Cotors __|Listed on Lotal / Natonal Hydric Soils List
Sulfidic Odor Concretlons Other {Explain in Remarks)
Aguic Momsture Regime High Organic Centent In Surface of Sandy Soils X |Hone

Remarks:

Hydric Sods Present?] NO




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

SAMPLING STATION INFCRMATION

Piol 1ID: WAS-9

Transec 11

L osalion: Proposed Landfilt Area

Community 1D

Project/Site _Cane Run Landfiil Projact

Dale- 7/21/09

Owner E-ON/LG&EE

County Jefferson

Investigatar  Brian Fox, Rita Davis

State Keniucky

WETLAND DETERMINATION

{1987 COE Watlangs Celingatlon Manual

Drift Lines

FAC-MNeutral Tesl

Do Normal Circumstances exisl on the sie? YES
is the sile sipnificantly aisturbed (Atypical Situation)? NO
15 the area a potential Problem Area? NO
Hydrophylic Vegetation Prasent? YES
Welland Hydralogy Prasent? YES
Hydric Sonfs Present? YES
1s this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? YES
[Remarks:
VEGETATION :
Domlnant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Deminant Plent Spacies Stratum Indicator
1 Polygorm pensylvanicum HERB FaCw ]
Z Schetlonorus phogrix HERE FaCU 10
3 Ambrogra srtemigilone HERS FACL 1
4. Juncus effusus HERB FaCifv+ 12
5 Polygonum penspivancum HERHE Faw 13
] 14
7 15
8 15
Parceni of Dommanl Species that are OBL FACW or FAC fexcluding FAC.) 0%
Remarks: -
1 Hydrophytic Vegetauon Present?] YES
HYDROLOGY -
n-!5"'rlmaryf indlcators Secondary Indlcators {2 or mora required) Fieid Observations:
[nundated Cxidized Rool Channels tin Upper 12 1n Depth of Surface Waler NI
X |Saturaled in Lpper 12 Inches Water-Stained Leavey Cepth to Water 1In Pit: NIO
Water Marks Local Soil Survey Data Deplh 1o Saturated Soil. NIO

Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks)?

Sediment Deposis Other (explain In Remaris) Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge NiA

Dranage Patlems in Wetlands X |None Aerial Pngtograpns: NiA

None Other : NiA
Remarks:

SOIL§

| Weliand Hydrology Prasenl or Indicated?| YES

WMap Unit Name: Wheeling Loam

Grainage Class: Wel Draingd

Taxonomy, Fine-loamy, mixed, active,

mesic Ulic Hapludgalls

Fiald Observations Confirn Mapped Type?,

Depth fin.) |Horizon

Matrix Color {Munsel Maist)

Matile Colgr {AbundancelContrast)

Texture, Structure, Concretlons, elt.

036"

1YR412

10YR4/6 (manyrtistinet}

Sity Clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histosol Redugng Condiions | |Grgame Streaking in Sandy Sails

Histic Epipedon X |Gieyed or Low-Chroma Calors Listed on Local ! National Hydric Soils List
Sulfigtic Qdar Concretions | Cnher (Exprain in Remarks)

Aguic Mousture Regime High Crganic Coment in Surface of Sandy Soils Mone

JRemarks:

{ Hydric Sorls Present?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Flot ID WAS.10

Transect iD

Localion: Froposed Landfill Area

Zommunity [

Project/Site. Cane Run Landfill Projact

Date: 7/21/08

Owner E-DN/ILGEE

County. Jefferson

Invesligator. Brian Fox, Rita Davis

Stalg' Kentucky

WETLAND DETERMINATION

T Mormad Circumstances exisl on the site? YES
15 1he sie significamly disturbed (Atypeal Situationy? NO
1§ |he area a polential Prohlem jirea? R
Hydrapbiytic Vegetatlon Present? NO
Wethartd Hydrology Present? NG
Hydric Soils Present? NG

Iz this Sampling Polnt Within & Wetiand?

al}

(1887 COE Wetlands Delineation Manu

Remarks:
VEGETATION
Dominant Piant Species Stratum Indicztor Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Apocynum canaghingm HERB FAC ]
2 Schedongrus phoenie HERE FaZl g
3. Lomcgrd jJaponica WINE FAC- 1
4. Sarghum halepense HERE FaCU 12
5. Prenanihes atiissima HERB FACL- 3
& Campsis radicans HERB FAC t4
7 15
8 ik
Percent of Dominant Specigs that are OBL, FACW or FAL rexcluding FAC-) 3%
Ramarks:
[ Hydrophylic Vegetalion Fresent? NO
HYDROLOGY —
rﬁ'rimary Indicators Secondary Indlcators [2 or more requlrad) Figld Observations:
Inundated Oxigized Reat Crannels in Lipper 1210 Depth of Surface Waler NfQ
Saturated in Upper 12 Inches Water-Stained Leaves Depth to Waler in Pit- WIC
Water Marks Local Soll Survey Data Dapth ro Saturated Sail NIQ
Orift Lines FAC-Heutral Test Recorded Data {Describe in Remarksj?
Sediment Deposits COther {explain in Rematks} Siream. Lake, ar Tide Gauge NiA
Drainage Patierms in Weifands X |Mone serial Photographs WA
% |Nene Other MiA
Reamarks:

SCILS

| Wetland Hydrology Present or Indicated?} NC

Map Unit Name vwheeling Loam

Dramnage Class Well Drained

Taxonomy. Fine-dgamy. mhxed. active, mesic Ultic Hapludaifs

Figid Observations Confirm Mapped Type?

Degth {in.] |Horizon

Matrix Color (Munsell Moist]

Mottle CGolor [Abundance/Contrast)]

Taxture, Structure, Conaretions, e

0-18"

YR

Silty Clay

Hydric $oll Indizators:

Histoso! Reducing Condions __i'Clrganic Sireaking in Sandy Soils

Histic Epipedon Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colurs ;Listed on Lecal / National Hydne Souls List
Suffidic Odor Concretions | Joter (Expran in Remarks)

Agqulz Meisture Regime High Organic Conlent in Sudace of Sandy Sods X tMong

Remarks:

Hydric Soils Presemt?] NO




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
—_ - [1887 COE Wetlands Delineation Manuyal}
SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION
Plol 1D WAS 11 Transect D
Location: Propased Landfill Area Commiunity 1D
Project/Site. Cane Run Landfill Project Daie 7/21/09
Owner E-ONILGEE County Jefferson
Investigater Brian Fox, Rita Davis Slate Kenlucky
. WETLAND DETERMINATION
Do Mornal Circumstances exist on the site? YES
ts the sile significanity dislurbed (Atypical Siduaton;? NO
is the area a patential Prablem Area? HO
Hydrophylic Vegetaion Prasent? YES
Watland Hydreingy Present? YES
Hydric Sois Presem? YES
I this Sampling Polnt Within a Wetland 7 YES
Ramarks:
. VEGETATION :
Dominant Plant $pecies Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Betpus cppennus HERB FAZW+ E)
2 Elapchans oblusa HERA OBL 0
3 Acer rubrum SAPLING FAC il
4 Cyperus singosus HERE FADW 12
5 Jurcus effusus +HERB FaCW+ 13
6 Polygenum pansylvamoum HERB FACW 14
7 1%
g 18
Percent of Dominant Spacies that are OBL FACW or FAC (excluding FAC-) 100%
Remars.
i Hydrophytic Vegetation Present® YES
N HYDROLOGY R
Primary Indicators Secondary Indlcators (2 or more required) | Field Observations:
Inundeted Oxidized Rool Channels In Upper 12 10 Depih of Surface Water N/O
X |Saturated in Upper 12 Inches Water-Slained Leaves Bepth to Water In Bt NIQ
\Water Marks Lozal Soil Survey Dala Depth to Saturated Soil’ N/O
Ciift Lines FAC-Neuwral Test Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks)?
Sediment Deposis Other jexplain mn Remarks) Stream, Lake. or Tide Gauge NIA
Dralrnage Patterns In Wetlands X _|None Agral Photographs. NiA
Nong Qiher - NIA
Remarks:
{ Wetland Hydrelogy Present or (ndicated?| YES |
S0ILS
Map Unit Nama: Urban Land-A fic Udoranl-Vihes|ng Complex Orzinage Class:
Taxonomy. Fialid Observations Confirn Mapped Typa?
Depth {in] |Horlzen| Matriz Coler (Munsell Molst) Mattle Color (Abundance/Contrast} Taxture, Structure, Concretlons, etc.
T-16" 10YREB2 10% R4/ (many/distinct) Silty Clay
Hydrlc Soll Indicaters:
Histosol Reducing Conditions Organic Streaking m Sandy Solls
Hisuc Epipegen X |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors [ |Listed on Local 7 National Hydric Sods List
Suldlc Oder Cancratans | |Onher (Explain in Remarks)
Agulc Moisture Regime High Grganic Contsnt in Surface of Sandy Soils Mahe
Remarks:
| Hydrlc Soils Frasent?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
— (1987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)
SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION .
Piol ID. WAS-12 Transect 1D
Localion: Proposed Landfill Area Communlty 10
ProjectiSile. Cane Run Landfill Fropect Crave. 7121409
Crwnar E-ONLGEE County Jefferson
Investisatcr. Brian Fox Rita Davs Siate: Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Do Narmal Circumstances exist on the site® YES
{5 the site significanily disturbed |Atypical Situation)? NC
Is the area a potential Froblem Area? NO
Hydrephyte Vegetation Present? NO
weltand Hydrology Fresent? NO
Hydric Soils Present? NG
I5 this Sampling Polnt With(n & Wetland?
Remarks:
VEGETATION .
Damlinant fant Species Stratum Indic#tor Domirant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Apocynum cantabmwm HERB FAC 9
2 Schedonorus ghoamx HERE FACU 10,
3 Engeron phitadephicus HERH FACU 11.
4 Veronia giganiea HEREB Fac 12
§ lomcera japorics WIME FAC- i3
& Prenanthes allisswma HERB FACU- 14
7 Juncus tenws HERS FAC- 15
il 14
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL FACW or FAC texcluding FAC-} 33%
Remarks:
| Hydrophylic Vegetation Present?] NO
: HYDROLOGY :
"E'rlmary Indlcators |Secondary Indicaters (2 or more reguired) Field Observatlons:
Inundated Onidized Foot Channgls n Upper 12in Depth of Surface Water NIO
Saluraled in Upper 12 Inches T |water-Stained Leaves Depth to Waler in Fit. NID
Water Marks Local Sail Survey Lala Dapth 1o Saturaled Sall NIO
Brft Lines FAC-Meutral Test Recorded Data {Destribe in Remarks)?
Sedment Deposils Other (explain n Remarks: Siream, Lake or Tide Gauge NIA
Drainage Patlems in Wellands X jNone Agrial Phatographs: NA
X |Nane Qther . Ni&
Remarks:
| Welland Hydrology Presant of Indicated?| NO
. - SaIL3
Map Unit Name: Urban Land-Alfic Udorant-Wheeling Comtes '-Dﬁlnage Class
| Taxgnomy: Field Observatlons Conbnm Mapped Type?
Depth {in.] [Horizon| Matrix Calor (Munsell Malsi) Motile Color {Abundance/Cantrast) Texture, Structure, Concretions, etc.
015" YRGS
Hydrie Soit Indicators:
Hisipsot Reducing Conditlons | |@rganic Strealung in Sandy Soils
Hishc Epipedaon Sleyed or Low-Chroma Colors | |lsted on Local £ Natanal Hydrie Seds List
Suifidic Odar Coneretions Other {Explan in Remarks)
Agquic Mosture Regqime High Organic Content in Surface of Sandy Soifs | X |nene
Remarks:
Hydric Sails Present?] NQ




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
1887 COE Watlands Delinestion Manual}

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Plat 1D WAS-13

Tranggel (D

Lacakion: Propused Landlill Area

Community 1D:

ProjectiSite: Cane Run Landihl Prowect

Dale 7/21/09

Cwner: E-ON/LGAE County Jefersen
Inyestigator _Brian Fox, Rita Daws Siate: Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Do Normal Circumslancas exisi on the sie? YES

|5 the site significantly disturbed (Alypical Situaton)? HNO

|5 the area a polentdl Problem Arga? NGO
Hydrophytlc Vegelation Present? ND
Watland Hydrology Preseni? NG
Hydric Soils Prasent” NO

Is this Sampling Polnt Within 8 Weiland?

Remarks:

VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Speclas Stratum Ingicatos
1 Apocynrum canpabinum FHERB FAC 9.
2 Schedonorus phoanix HERB Facu 10.
3 Vemmia gigantes HERB FAC i1
4 Sorghum halepense HERE FaCH 1z
£ 13
& 14
i 15
] 15
Parcent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC rexchuding FAC-} 50%
Remarks:
| Hydraphytic Vegetation Present™ NO
. HYDROLDGY -
Primary Indlcators

|Secondary Indlcators {2 or more reguired)

Fieid Observations:

Inundated

Quidized Ract Channels in Upper 120 Dapth of Suriace Waler N/O

Saturaled n Upper 12 Inches ~|Water-Staned Leaves Dapth 1o Water in Pit. NID
Water Marks Local Soil Survey Dala Depih to Saturated 501 NIQ

Drift Lines FAC-Meutrat Test Recorded Data (Describe in Remarks)?
Zedimen! Deposits Mher (explain in Remarks) Stream. Lake, or Tide Gauge: NAA
Drainage Patterns in Wellands X |MNona Aerial Photographs: NiA

X |Nane Qther NIA

Remarks:

Wetlland Hydroiogy Fresert or Indicated?] NOQ

SOILS
Map Unit Name: Ilrban Land-Alfic Udorant-Wheeling Complex Cralnage Class
T axonamy Field Observalions Confinrm Mapped Type?
Depth (in.}) (Horizon| Matrix Color {Munsel Moist) Mottle Color (Abundance/Contrasl) Texture, Structure, Concretions, eic.
0-18" 10YRS13

Silty Gand

Hydric Soli Indicatars:

Histosol Reducing Conditions | |Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils

Histic Eppedaon Gleyed aor Low-Chrama Colors Listed an Local F Natlonal Hydric Sails Lst
Suiiidic Odaor Concretans : iher (Expiain in Remarks)

Aquic Molsiure Regime High Organic Centent in Surface of Sandy Sails None

Remarks:

[ Hydric Sails Present?] NO




SAMPLING STATION INFOR|

(1987 COE VWetlands Delineation Manual
MATION | Ny

Plot 1D WAS-14

Transect 10

Location Proposed Landfill Arsa

Comtnumity I0:

ProjectiSite: Cane Bun Landfil PFraject

Cate: 7521/0%

Owner: E-ON/LGEE County Jefferson
Investigatar: Bnan Fox Rita Dawis State Kenlucky
WETLANDG DETERMINATICN N

Do Monmal Crreumstances exisi on the site? YES

Is the site significanlly disturbed !Atypical Situation}? NG

fa the area a potential Problem Area? NO
Hydrophylic Vegetation Presem? NO
WVietland Hydrology Fresent? NO
Hydric Sols Present? NO

|5 this Sampiing Paint Within & Wetiand?

ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

Drift Lines

FAC-Naulral Test

Remarks:
VEGETATION
Do 1 Plant Specles Stratum Indicator Domlnant Plant Specles Stratum \ndlcator
1 Apocynum cannabiium HERSB FAL =
2 Schedonorus phoemix HERB FACL 10G
3 Selana faben HERB UPL 11
4 Sorghum halepense HERB FACL 12
5. Bidans frondasa HERB FACYW 13
& Ambrosia ariemsifolia HERE FACU 14
7 Prenanihes alfissima HERB FACLI- 15
8. 6
Percent of Dommant Species thal are OBL. FACW or FAC {exeluding FAGC-} 9%
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegetation Fresent?] NO
HYDROLOGY I
rErimar}r Indicators Secondary Indlcators {2 ar more required) Fiald Observations:
Inungated Onhidized Root Channets in Upper 12 in Depth of Surface Water NFO
Salurated In Upper 12 Inches Water-Stained Leaves Deptn to Water in Pil M
Waler Marks Local Son Survey Data Depth o Sawrated Soil NIO

Recorded Data {Descriie in Remarks)?

Sedment Depostts Other (explain n femarks) Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge NtA
Crainage Pattems in Wetlands A [MNone Aenial Photographs: NIA
% |None Oner NIA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hydrology Prasent or Indicated?] NO
: SOILS :
Map Unit Narne: Urban Land-Alic Udorant-Wheeling Camplex Drainage Class;
Taxonomy: Fiald Observatans Confimi Mapped Type?
Depth {In.} [Horizon] Matrix Color (Munsell Maist) Moitle Color [Abundance/Contrast) Texiure, Struciura, Concretions, etc.
o132 10YR4/4 Silt Loam
12-16" 10¥R4E Silt Loam
Hydrle Sail Indicatars:
|Histesal Redutng Condiions | |Orgame Streaking in Sandy Sails
Histic Epipedan Gleyed of Low-Chroma Colors | |Listed on Local / National Hydric Soils List
Sulfigle Qder Caoncrations Ciher (Explan In Remarks)
Aquic Moslure Regime High Qrganic Cantent in Surface of Sandy Sous X |None
Remarks:

Hyrine Soils Present?] NG




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
{1887 COE Wetiands Delineatinn Manual)

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION |§
Frat 1D WAS-15 Transaech 1D
Location; Proposed Landfll Area Commundy [0

Project/Site Cane Run Landfill Pmojed

Chwiner E-ONILGEE Counly Jefierson

Investigator Snan Fox, Rita Davis - Ctale” Kenlucky
WETLAND DETERMINATICN

Qate 773108

Do Narmal Crecumstances exis! an the site? YES
Is the sie significantly disturbed {Atypicat Siluation)? NO
ia the area a potentiz) Problem Area? NO
Hydrophytic Yegetaton Presant? NO
Wetland Hydrology Presant? NQ
Hydric Sois Presen? NOQ

I3 this Sﬁmpling Poinl Within a Wetland?

Remarks:

VEGETATION :
Dominant Flant Spocies Stratum Indlcater Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Drascorea oppositifofia WINE ML 9.
2 Sehedanpres phoene HERB FaCU 10
3 Prgnanthes aitissimg HERE Fall- i
4. 12
5 13
=] 14
T 15
g 1%,
Percant of Dominant Species that are 0BL FACW orf FAT exciuding FAC-] 0%,
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegetalion Present? NO
ll’ HYDROLOGY
Primary Indicaters

Secondary Indicators (2 or morg required) | Fieid Observalions:

Inundated Ciglzad Root Channels in Upper 12 0 Depth of Surface Water: NI
Saturaled in Lipper 12 Inches Waler-Stanet Leaves Deptn to Water in Fil MNIQ
Watar Marks Local Sl Survey Data Depth to Saturated Sonl: NI
Drift Lines FaC-Melral Test Recorded Data (Describe In Remarks)?
Sadlimenl Deposits Otner iexplam »n Rermarks ) Stream, Lake, or Tde Gauge NIA
Drainage Patlerns 0 Vietlards X |Nome Aerial Fhoiographs. Ni&
X |Mone Other MIA
Remarks:

| Vvetland Hydrolegy Present or indicated?] NOQ

SOILS
| Map Unit Name: Urban Land-Attic Ldarant-Wheeling Complex Drainage Class
Taxanomy: _ Freld Observations Conbrm Mappad Type?
Depth {in]) |Horizen| Matrix Color (Munsell Molst) Mottle Color {AbundancefContrast} Textura, Structure, Concretions, e1g.
0-16" 10YRE3

Silty Sand

Hydric Sail Indicatars:
|Histosat

Reduring Conditions

Crganic Streaking In Sandy Soils

Hisuc Epipedon
Sulfidiz Oage
Aguic Mpisture Regims

Gleyed or Low-Chroma Cofors

Concrelions

High Organic Conlent n Sudace of Sangy Sails

Listes on Local { Mational Mydric Siils Lest
Other (Explain in Remarks)
MNone

Remarks:

| Hydric Soils Presem?] NO




ROLITINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
11887 COE Wetlangs Delineatan Manual

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

[Fict D WAS-16

Trangec! [0

Location. Proposed Landfill Area

Community 10:

Froject/Site: Cane Run Landfill Praject

Date. 7121109

Owner E-QNILG&E County. Jeffarson
Investgator: Erian Fox Rita Davis Staie: Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION -

Do Momal Ciredrmstancas exist on the sae? YES

is the sile significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation}™ NQ

15 the grea a poiential Froblem Area? NO
Hydrophytic Vegelation Preseni? NG
Wetland Hydrology Present? NO
Hydric Sgils Prasent? NOQ

ts this Sa.mpllng Point Within a Wetland?

Remarks:

— VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Siratum Indlcator Dominant Planl Species Stratum Indicator
1 Schedonorus phoenis HERB FAGL 9
2 Selaria faber HERB uPL 10
3 Spmhum halepense HERE FACL 1"
4 Dactylis glomerara HERB FACL 12
5. Ambrosia artemisifalla HEREB FAGL 13
B Prenanthes sitissima HERE FACL- 14
¥ 15
8 16
Fercent of Dominanl Species that are QBL. FACW or FAC (excluding FAC-) 0%
Remarks:
o | Hydrophytic Vegelation Present”| NQ
HYDRCGLOGY
'?"?Imary Indicators Secandary Indicatars (2 or more requlired) Fleld Gbaervations:
Inundated Oxidized Rogl Channels In Upper 12 in Depth of Surface Yater N/IO
Saturgted in Upper 12 inches Water-Stamad Leaves Depth to Water in P NiQ
Water Marks Local Soll Survey Data Dapth to Salurated Sol’ N/IOQ
DCirift Lines FAC-Naulral Test Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks)?
Sadimenl Deposits CRher (explain in Remarks) Stream Lake, or Tide Gauge: WA
Drainage Fatlems In Weilands X |Mone Aerial Photographs NiA
X |Nore Ciner WiA
Remarks:
[~ Welland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] NO
SQIL.S B
Map Unit Name- Urban Land - Udorhen! Complex Drainage Class:
Taxonomy Fleld Observalions Confirm Mapped Type?:
Depth {in.} [Horizan:  Matrix Color (Munsell Moist] Mottie Color {Abundance!Contrast) Texture, Structure. Cancretions, etc.
D-16" 10YRS3 0
Hydric Soi Indlcators:
Histosal Reduang Conditions Crganic Streaking in Sandy Sails
Histic Epipedan Giayed or Low-Chroma Colors | |Listed on Locai ! Mational Hydnic Soils List
Sulfidic Odar Caoncretions | |Other (Expiain in Remarks)
Aguic Moisture Regime High Crganic Cantent in Surface of Sandy Salls X |Hone

Ramarks:

Hydri; Solls Present?] NQ




ROUTINE WETLAND PETERMINATION DATA FORM
{1987 COE Wetands Delinealton Manualy
SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION L1 Ry NN s
Plal 10 WAS-17 Transact 1D A0 AL Ll
gLocanon Pioposed Landfill Area Communty D _ R L
ProjectiSie  Cane Pun Landhll Project Cate, 712109 .
Chemed E-DMNAGAE County JeHerson -
investigator _Brian Fox, Ria Dayls State Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION -
(B Hormal Crroumslances axst o the ste? YES
Is the site significantly disturbed (Atypieal Situation)? NO
Is the arza a potential Froblem Area? NO
Hydrophylic Veqetation Present? YES
Welland Hydriiogy FPresent? YES
Hydric Soils Present? YES
I& this Sampling Paint Within a Wotland? YES
Ramarks:
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Flant Specles [ Stratum Indicator
1. SCirpus Cypennus HERB FACWY b
2. Efecchans obfusa HERE OBL 10
3 Mentha spicala HERE FACW 11.
4 Cyperus stigosus HERB FACW 12.
5 Juncus effusus HERB FACW+ 13
B Juncus fenuls HERB FAC- 1
7 Pofyganum pensyfvanicum HERB FACW 15
8. Humex cnspous HERB FACU 156
Percerl of Dominant Species that sre QBEL, FACW or FAC texcluding FAC-) 75% .
Remarks:
| Hydropnytic Vegetation Present?] YES
HYDROLOGY
#’rimary Indlcators Secondary Indlcators {2 or mere reguired} Field Observations:
X ilrundated Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 1210 Depth of Surface Waler: NIo
X |Saturated n Upper 12 Inches Water-Stained Leaves Cieptt 1o Waler in Pit NIQ
Water Marks Local Soil Survey Data Drepth to Saturaled Sail NiQ
Drift Lines Fac-Neutral Test Recorded Data [Describe in Remarks)?
Sediment Deposds Qlher 1@xplan (1t Remarks) Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge- MNrA
Drarnage Pailems in Welands X |Mone Agrial Photographs: Ni&,
Naone Jther MNIA
Remarks:
| Wetiand Hydrology Present or indicaled 7] YES
S0ILS
| Wap Ut Name. Urban Land-Alic Udarant-YWneehng Comples [Dramnage Class
Taxenomy- Fleld Observations Canfirm Mapped Type?
Cepth {in.) {Horizon | Matrix Cofor {(Munsell Maist) Mottle Color (Abundancel/Conlrast) Texturn. Structure, Concretions, etc.
916" 10V R42 10YRA/S (manyidisingt Silty Ciay
Hydric Soil Indicators. )
Histasol Reducirg Conditions | |“rganic Streaking In Sandy Soils
Histic Epipedon X iGleyed ar Low-hroma Colors Listed on Local { Nalional Hydoe Sails List
Suifudic Odor Cancrehions | lother (Explain in Remarks)
Aquic Moisture Regime High Crgaric Santent n Sudface of Sandy Soils None
Remarks®
| Hydric Soils Presemt?| YES




ROUTINE WETLAKD DETERMINATION DATA FORM

{1987 COE Wetlands Delineavon Manual)

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Flot 1D YWAS-18

Transect IO

Location’ Proposad Landlill Area

Commundy IG:

ProjeclSite Cane Run Landiill Frojact

Date #/21/08

Owner E-QON/LGEE County Jeflerson i 2

Invesligalar Brian Fox. Rita Dawis State; Kentucky e i
WETLAND DETERMINATION . y i

Do Normal Circumstance s exisl on tha site™ YES ]

i3 1he sie sigificantly disturbed {Mypical Situahon)? NOQ

Is the area a patential Frablem Area? NQ el L

Hydrophytic Vegetahon Present? NO

Wetland Hydrolegy Present? NO

Hydric Solls Present? NOQ

is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland?

[Remarks:
L el L 2 5 3t 53
s L4 g e £ s TS LS A
VEGETATION
Deminani Plant Species Stratum indicalor Cominant Plant Specles Stratum Indicator
1 Drwscorea oppasitifotia VINE ML @
2 Behedonaorys phogmx HERE FACL 10
3. Lonicgra japoaica VINE FAC- 1.
4 Sorghum hatepense HERB FACU 12.
5 Bidens frondosa HERB FACW 13
&. Ambmsa artemisifolia HERB FACU 4.
7 Prenamtes sthssima HERE FACU- 15,
4 Fumex crispus HERE FACU 16
Percani of Dominant Species that arg OBL. FACW ar FAC (excluding FAC-) 14%
Remarks: )
| Hydrophytic Vegetation Present?t NO
HYDROLOGY
rﬁrlmary Indlcators Secondary Indicators (2 or more required) Fleld Observatians:
Inundaled Onidized Root Channea!s in Uppar 1210 Capth of Burface Vater NIO
Saturated in Upper 12 Inches Water-Siained Leaves Depth 1o Water in Pit. L]}
I'Water Marks tocal Soll Survey Data Depth 1o Baturated Soil. NiD)
Dritt Lines FAC-Neutral Test Recorded Cata [Describe in Remarks)?
Sedwnent Deposis Qther 1explain it Remarks) Streamn, Lake. or Tide (Gauge HIA
Drainage Palterns in Wellands X |Mone Agrial Fhotcgraphs: NiA
X |None Qtner NFA
Remarks:
I Wetland Hydralogy Presant or indicated ] ND
- B0ILS
Map Uit Mame: Jrban Land-Alfic Udorant-Wheeiing Samplex |Dranage Class
Taxonamy 'Field Gbservations Canfirm Mapped Type?
Depth {in.) [Horizon| Matrix Colar (Munsell Moist) Mottle Color (AbundancelConlrast} "Fexture, Struciure, Cancretlons, etc.
0-18" 10¥R4/4 Sty Clay

Hydric Soil Indicators:

Histoso!

Hisliz Epipedon

Sulfrdic Odor

Aquic Moistdre Regqime

Redusing Conditions

Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors

Cancretions

ligh Orgamic Content 11 Surace af Sandy Sols

X

Crganic Streaking In Sandy Soils

Listad on Lacal / Nananal Hydric Sgits List
Other (Explan in Remarks)

Nung

Remarks:

| Hydric Sois Present?]| NO




ROUTINE WETLANE DETERMINATION DATA FORM
(1887 COE Wetlands Deuneation Manualy

SAWMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Ploy 1T WAS-19

Transect 1D

Location: Proposed Landfill Area

Cammunity 1D

Project/Site; Cane Run Landfill Prosct

Crate: 7721109

Dwrner E-ON/LGEE County Jeflerson
In\restigamr: Bnan Fox, Rita Davis State' Kenlucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION —
[0 Mormal Circumsiances exst on the site? YES
|5 the sile significantly disturbed (Atypical Sduahon? NO
|5 the area a polental Proglem Area? ND
Hydrophytic Vegetalion Presem? YES
Wetland Hydrology Present? YES
i4ydric Saus Fresenl? YES
Is this Sampting Point Within a Wetiand? YES
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Domirant Pla Species Stralum Indicator Oominant Plant $pecies Stratum Indicator
1 Cinng arundinacea HERB FACW+ o, RUMEeX Crspus HERB FALCL}
2 Efeccharis oltusa HERB DBl 10
3 Mentha spicata HERE FACW 11.
4. Ceghalanthus occidentalis SHRLUE oBL 12,
5 Cyperus singosus HERE FaCw 13
8. Juncus effusus HERB FACW+ 14,
T oJuncus tenws HERB Fag- iE]
8 Folygonum peasylvanicum HERHA FALWW 18
Percenl of Cominant Spetles that are OBL. FACW or FAC (exciuding FAC-) 78%
Remarks:
[ Hydrophylic vegetalion Presentd YES |
HYDROLOGY
Primary lndicators |Secondary Indicators (2 or more roquired) Field Observations:
Inundatad Oxidized Roat Channels w Upper 12 Ceplh of Suiface \Waler el
Saturaled in Lppar 12 Inches Water-Staned Leaves Depth 1o Water in Pg NI
X |Water Marks Local Soil Survey Dala Depth to Saturated Soib: NIQ
Drift Lines FAC-Naulral Test Recorded Data {Describe In Remarks)?
Sediment Deposits Other (explain n Remarks) Stream, Lake, of Tde Gauge Ni&
Dranage Patlams in Wetlands A |MNone Aerial Photlographs: NIA
Nahe Cther hiA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hyaralogy Present or Indicated?| YES
SOILS
Map Unit Name- Urban Land - Udorthent Commplax Drainage Class
Taxonomy. Fieid Doservations Confirm Mapped Type®?
Depth {In.) |Horlzan | Matrix Coior (Munsell Moist) Mottie Color [Abundance/Contrast} Textura, Structure, Concretions, aic.
o-18" 1O¥YR4A/2 10YR4/6 (many/distinet Silly Clay
Hydric Soll Indicators:
Histasol Retucing Candrions [Qrganic Sireaking m Sandy Soils
Histic Epipedon ¥ |Gieyed or Low-Chroma Colors | [listed on Local ! National Hydric Sails List
Sulfide Odar Cancretions _ |Other {Explain in Remarks}
Aguic Mosture Regime High Crgsnic Contem it Surface of Sandy Sois Mane

Remarks:

Hydric Sais Present?| YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

ianual)

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

(13887 COE vyetiands Delineation

Flaot 1D WAS-20

Transect |0

Lacation. Proposed Landfill Area Community 10:
ErojecySite: Cane Run Landfill Projsct Date 7/26/08
Dwner E-ON/LG&E County Jelferson
Inveslig_ator: Brian Fox. Jared Edwards —_— Slate: Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION .
Do Normal Circumstances exisi on the sds? YES
15 the sie significantly disturbed (Atypical Situation)? NO
Is the area a potentisl Froblem Area? =)
Hydrophyie Yegetation Prasenl? YES
Wetland Hydroiogy Present? YES
Hyiric Soils Presemt? YES
Is this Sampling Polnt Within a Wetland? YES
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Daml Plant $pecies Stratum Indicatar Dominant Plant Specias Stratum Indicator
1 Acer rubrum TREE FaC E]
2 Carex frankii HERS 2BL 10
3. Polygomum hydropiperowdes HERH JBL A
4 Sambucus canadensis SHRUE F&CW- 12
5, Uimus amercana TREE FACWY- 13
&, Aster dumos:s HERE FaC 14
7. Acer negundo TREE FAC+ 1%
B. 16
Percent of Dominanl Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC |exchuding FAG 100%
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegetaton Present?] YES
: : HYDROLOGY
Primary Indicators Secondary Indlcalors {2 or more required) | Field Observations:
Inunaated Owdized Rog)! Channels in Upper 12 n Depth of Surface Water. N/O
Salurated i Upper 12 Inches X [Water-Stained Leaves Cepth to Water in Pit: NI
Water Marks Local Sol Survey Dala Depth lo Salurated Sonl NiD
* |Drift Lines FAC-MHeulral Test Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks}?
Sediment Deposds Other {exptair in Remarks) Stream, Lake. ar Tide Gawspe: NiA
Drainage FPatterns in We!lands Nang Aenal Pholographs. NiA
Mone Sther NIA
Riamarks:

| Welland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] YES

SOLS

Map Uit Name. Urhan Land - Ldarthent Cempigx Prainage Class:

Taxonomy Field Obsarvahions Confim Mapped Type?

Depth {In.} (Horizon| Matrix Color (Munsall Moist) Mottle Color {Abundance/Contrast) Textura, Struciure, Concretions, etc.
0-2" Organic Material Organic Matenal
2 10YR4/2 TOYRE2 (Many/Dssiinct) Bilty Clay
ke 10YRAM

Sandy Loam

Hydrie Soil Indlcators:

Histosol Reducing Conditions | |©rganic Streaking In Sandy Solls

Histic Epipedon X |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors | |lssted on Locsl { Nakonal Hydrc Sods List
Sulfidic Odor % |Concretions Other (Explain in Remarks)

Agquic Moisture Remime High Crganic Conlent in Surface of Sandy Soils None

Remarks:

Hydric Soils Present?] YES




ROUTINE WETILL.ANG DETERMINATION DATA FORM
| 1887 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual
. SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION ISR :
[Elot 10 WAS.21 Transed 1D i
Location; Proposed Landfill Area Community 18- B
Froject/Site; Cane Run Landfill Project Date 7:2B/09
Owner E-ON/LGAE Counly Jefferson
Investigalor: Brian Fox Jared Edwards Stale; Kentucky
- WETLAND DETERMINATION
Do Normal Sircumstances exest on the s#e? YES
15 the sile significantly disturbed (Atypical Sttuation)? NO
|5 the area a polentiat Problem Araa? NO
Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? NGO
Fvetland Hydrology Presemt? WO i
Hydric Soils Present? NQ
Is this Sampiing Point Within a Watland?
Remarks:
iy VEGE JATION :
Dominani Plant Spscies Stratum Indicator Dominant Plant Species Btratum Indicator
1 Acer rubrum TREE FaAC 9. Rubus affegheniensis SHRUB FACLU-
2 Lonipera japomics VINE FAC. 10 Phytofacca amgncana HERRB FACU+
3 Polygonum hydrmpiperodas HERB OBL 11, Ageranna altissuna HERS FACL-
4 Sambucus canadenss SHRLUE EACW. 12
& Lanicera maacks SHRUB 13
B Fraxinus amerncana HER® FAGU 3
T Acer neguido TREE FACH is
B Robinia pseudpacacia TREE FACL- in
Percent of Cormnan! Species that are QBL FACW or FAC |excluding FAC-) 40%
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegetaton Present?] NO
J_ HYRROLDGY _
Primary Indlcators Sacondary Indlcators [2 or more required) Fleld Observations:
Inundated Chidized Reot Channels v Upper 1210 Cepth of Surface Water [ 1ie]
Saturated In Upper 12 Inches Waler-Slained Leaves Depth 1o Water in Pit: MO
Water Marks Local Sail Survey Data Depth 1o Saturaled Soil NI
Drift Lines FAC-Meutral Test Recorded Data [Describe in Remarks]?
Sedmenl Depgsis Other (explain in Remarks? Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge NiA
Dralnage Patterns in Wellands X |Nune Aserial Photographs: NIA
X jMNone Ciher N/A
Remarks:
[ Welland Hytrology Prasent or indicated?| NO
S0ILS : .
Map Unit Name Lirban Land - Udarihent Complex Crainage Class
Taxonomy: Field Obsetvations Confirn Mapped Type?
Depth fin.) [Horizen| Matrix Color (Munseil Moist) Mottle Colar (Abundanca/Conirast) Taxture, Structure, Concretions, ete.
o-14" 10YR4E Clay lram
Hydrlc Soil Indlcators:
Hislosal Reducing Cenditans | |Organic Streaking in Sandy Sois
Histic Epipedon Gleyed or Low-Chroma Celars | |Listed an Local / Natignal Hydric Sails Lisl
Sulfidic Odor Concradions Other {Explan n Remarks)
Agquhe Moisture Regime High Qrgane Conlant In Surface of Sandy Soils X INong
[Remarks:
Hydric Solts Present?| NG




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

11587 CIOE Wetlands Delineation Manwal)

SAMPLING SYATIOH INFOR

MATION

Plat iR WAS.22

Transact |D:

Locaugn: Proposed Landfill Area

Community Q.

ProjectiSiteCane Run Landtill Froject

Data: 7/28:00

Dwner. E-OMILGEE

County Jefferson

investigator  Brian Fox, Jared Edwards

State: Kentucky

WETLAND DETERMINA

TION

Cro Mormal Circumsiances exist on the site? “YES
|s the site signficanily disiured [(Atymeal Situatony? NO
Is he area a potenial Problem Area? NO
Hydrophytic Vegelation Presem? YES
Vetand Hydiology Fresem? YES
Hydric Soils Present? YES
Is this Sampling Polnt Within a Wetiand? YES
Remarks:
- VEGETATION _
Daminant Plant $pecies Stratum indicator Domirant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Acer rubrum TREE FaC 9
2 Acer negundo TREE FAC+ 10.
3 .
4 i2
5 13
& 14
¥ 15
il 165
Percent of Domnant Species that are OBL FACW or FAC \excluding FAC-} 100%
Remarks.
| Hydrophytic Vegétation Present?| YES
: HYDROLOGY :
Primary Indicators |Secondary Indicaters (2 or more required) Field Observations:
Inundatad Oxldized Raat Channals o Upper 12 In Depth of Surface Waler NIO
Salurated in Lpper 12 Inches X |[Waler-Staned Ledves Bapih 1o Water i Pit NiQD
WWater Marks Local Soit Survey Dala Depth lo Saturaled Sail NID
X |Drift Lines FAC-Meutral Test Recorded Data |Describe In Remarks)?
Sediment Deposts Other (axplain i Remarks} Stream, Lake, or Tide Gauge: MNrA
Drainage Patterns in Wellands MNonz Asgrial Photograpns: NIA
MNaone Chher NiA
Remarks:
[ ‘Metland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] YES

SOILS

| Map Unit Name:

Urban Land - Udbrthent Complex

Dramage Class:

Taxonamy. Field bservaitons Confinm Mapped Type?
Depth {in]) [Horlzon| Matrix Colar [Munsell Maist) Mottle Color [Abundance/Contrast) Texiure, Structure, Concretions, atc.
g-z2" Crganic Material Organc Materlal
2-5" 1O¥YR5:2 10 R4/ {Many/F amk) Silty Clay
512" 10 R4 Silt lnam
|
Hydric Sall Indicators.
Histosal Reduting Conditions Crganlc Streaking n Sandy Soifls
Histic Eppedaon X [Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colos | |lsted on Local / tNatlonal Hydric Soils L ist
Sulfidic Odar X |Concretons Cher (Explain n Remacks)
Aqule Moisiure Regime High Drganic Content in Surface of Sandy Solls T |Mone

Remarks:

Hydric Sods Present?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

(1887 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual)

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION —
Plot 1D WAS-23 Transect 10 Tl !
Lacation Proposed Landfill Area Community [0

Project/Site; Cane Run tandfill Froject

Bate. 7/28/08

Dwnar: E-ONILGEE

County Jefferson

investigator: Brian Fow. Jared Edwards

Siate: Kentucky

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Clo Normal Circurnstances exist on ihe sde? _Y-ES
I% the sie significantiy disturbed (Atypical Siuation)™ NG
Is lhe area a potential Profilem Ares? NO
Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? YES
Wetland Hydrology Frasent? YES
Hydric Sails Present? YES
ls this Sampiing Point Within a Wetiand? YES -
Remarks:
1 .
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Piant Species Straturn indlcator
1. Impafians capens:s HERS FACW 4 Utmus amercana TREE FAaCy-
2. Toxicadendron radicans HERB FAC 10. Lyswnachia nummtana HERH aBL
3. Aoehmeria cylindrica HERE FALCW 11
4, Polygenum hydripipermides HERE OBL 12
5. Polygenum pensylvanicum HERE FACW 13
B, Acar rubrum TREE FAC 14
7. Quercus rubra TREE FACU- 15
8 Liguidambar styracifiua TREE FAC 15
Percent of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW ar FAC {excluding FAC-) 0%
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegetalon Present™ YES
HYDROLOGY

Primary Indicators Secondary Indicators 1{.E_m maore required) Field Obzervations:
| linundaled Cxidized Rool Channels in Lippas 12in Deoth of Surface Water: NiQ
Sawurated in Upper 12 Inches X |Water-Stained Leaves DCepth to Water in Pit: L)
Walier Marks Lacal Sl Survey Data Depth to Saturated Soil. NID
X |Cnft Lines FAC-Neuiral Tes! Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks)?
Sediment Deposds Other {explain in Remarks) Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge MNiA
X |Drainage Pallerns in Wellands MNane Aerial Photographs: NiA
None Other N/A
Remarks:

| Wetland Hydrology Present or indicated?] YES

SOILS

Map Lt Name:

tirban Land - Udorthent Complex

Drainage {ass.

Taxonomy: Fleld Observatons Conbrm Mapped Type™
Dapth {In.} [Horizoni Matrix Color (Munsell Molst) Mottie Color (Abundanca/Contrast) Texture, Structure, Concrelons, ete.
0-2" Crgamic Matenal Qrganic Material
2-16" TD¥R 51 10YR4/G (Many:Distincty Sity Clay
Hydric Soil Indicators:

Hrslosol Feduting Conditions Organic Streaking in Sandy Sails
Histic Epipedon X |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Caolors . |Listed on Local { Natwnal Hydric Saonls List
Suliidic Odaor Conerehons Cther (Explain In Rermarks)
Aquic Molsture Regime High Organic Contertt n Surface of Sandy Souls None

Remarks:

[ Hydric Sois Present?| YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FCRM

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

{1887 COE Vvetlands Delin
=m

PlotiD WAS-24 Transgct 1D
Location: Piroposed |andfill Area Communry [T
Project!Site: Cane Run Landill Froject Date 7I28/08

Crwvner E-ON/LGEE County Jeferson
Invastigator: Brian Fox. lared Edwards Stale Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION

Do Mormal Circumstances exist an the site? YES

15 the site significanily disturted |Alypical Sduation)? NO

Is the area a potentsl Problem Area? NO
Hydraghytic Vegetation Presenl? NO
Welland Mydrology Prasent? NQ
Hydric Soils Present? YES

Is this Sampling Point Within a Wetland?

ki ——

Remarks:
VEGETATION
Dominant Plani Species Siratum Indicator Cominant Plant Species Stratum ndicator
1. Acer rubrum TREE FAL & Toncodendran radicans VINE FAC
2. Lomcers [dponica VINE FAC- 10.
3 Rubus allegheriensis SHRUB FACL- 11,
4 Agersting aflissina HERE FalL- 12,
5 Fraxinus amencana HERB FaCl 13
6. Ligwdambar styracifua TREE FAC 14.
7. frmpatiens capenss HERD FaCin 18
8 Parthenocissus guingueiona VINE FACU iB
Percent of Dominan Species that are QBL, FACW or FAC [exchlding FAC-) A4
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegetation Presert?| NO
) HYDROLOGY
Primary Indicators Secondary Indicators (-2 ar more required) Fiald Observatiens:
Inungaled Duadized Root Channels In Upper 12 1n Depth of Surface Water: il
Salurated in Upper 12 Inches Waler-Siained Leaves Ceptt 1o Waler in 2it: NIC
Water Marks Local Soil Burvey Data Depth 1o Saturatad Sgil NIO
Dl Lines FAC-Neulral Test Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks|?
Sediment Deposits Other (exptain n Remarks) Slream, Lake, ar Tide Gauge HiA
Crainage Patiemns m Wellands X |None Aerial Photegraphs: NiA
X Mone Other . Ni&
Remarks:

| Wetland Hydrology Present or indicaled?] NO
] SOLS
Map Lint Name: Urtan Land - Udanhent Complax Drainage Class:
Taxornamy; Freld Obseryations Confim Mapped Type?
Dapth (in.} [Horizon; Matrix Color (Munsell Molst) Mottie Celor {Abundance/Contrast) Texture, Structure, Caoncrations, ete.
0-1" Organc Matenal
1-4" 10V R4 Sty Loam
4-12" 10YR4E Silty Leam
12-18" 10¥RERZ 10Y R4S imany, distnct) Silty Leam
Hydric Soll Indicators:
Histosol Reducing Condiians Qrganic Slrestng in Sandy Soils
Histlc Epipedan X |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Calors _ |-isted on Lecal f National Hydrie Solls List
Sulfidie Odor Concretions hher | Expiain in Remarks)
Aguic Moisture Regime High Crganic Ceontent in Surface of Sandy Suils Nane

Remarks:

Hydric Soils Preseni?] FES |




SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

ROUTINE WETLANC DETERMINATION DATA FORM

Piot 1D WWAS-25

Transed 0.

Locabon: Prapasad Landfili Area

Cammunity 10

Proect/Site. Cane Rup Lanafil Project

Oate: 7/28/08

Chwiter: E-ONILGRE

County Jefferson

Irnvestigatar Brian Fox. Jared Edwarts

Gtaie: Kantucky

WETLAND DETERMINATION

1887 COE Wetlands Delneation Manual)

Co Normal Circumslancas exist on Iha sie? YES
|s tha site signifhcantly disiurbed (stympcal Sltuatigny? NG
15 the arsa a patential Froblem Area? NG
Hydrophyle Vegetation Present? YES
Welland Hydrology Presem? YES
Hydrie Soils Present? YES
Ia this Sampling Polnt Within a Wetland? YES
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Dominant Flant Spacies Stratum Indicator Bominant Plant Specles Stratum Indicator
1 Carex grayt HERB FACW o Ligurdambar styracifiug TREE FAC
2 Toxicodendron radicans HERB FaC 10 Uimus smencana TREE FACW
3 Boghmera cylindrica HERB FACHYY+ 11,
4 Fraxinus pennsyvamea HERB FalwW 12
5 Aster dumosus HERB FAL 13
6 Campais rathcans WINE FAC 14
7 Acerrubrum TREE FAL 15
8 Populus delloides TREE FAC 1%
Percenl of Dominant Species that are D8L, FACW or FAC {excluding FAZ-) 100%

Remarks:

| Hydrophytic Veneiation Preseni#] YES
HYRRQLOGY ;
I1T“'rimaryr Indicators Secondary Indlcators (2 or more required) Figld Observations:
X |Inundated |Oxldized Raat Channels w Upper 12 in Cepth of Surface Waler NI
Saturated in Upper 12 Inches Waler-Stared Leaves Depth 1o Water i Pu NfQ
Vvater Marks Local Soi Survey Data Depih to Saturated Soll WIC
Dl ines FAC-Neutral Test Recorded Data |Describe in Remarks)?
Sediment Depayns Other iaxplain n Remarks) Stream, Lake, of Tide Gauge: NiA
Dramage Paiterns in Wellands None aarial Phategraphs: Ni&
MNone QJther HiA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hydrology Present or Indicated?] YES

SCHLE

Map Unit Name:

Urban Land - Udortnent Comgplex

|Dranags Class

Taxonamy.

Fieid Observations Confirm Mapped Type®

Depth (In.} |Horizon

Matrix Caler {Munsel! Moist)

Mottle Colar (Abundance/Contrast}

Texturg, Structure, Concretions, ete.

0.18" 10YRdd

Hydric §oil Indicators.

Hislosol

Histic Epipedon
Suffidic Odor

Adquic Moisture Regime

Reducing Condibans

Gleyed or Law-Chroma Colors

Concrations

High Qrganic Content in Surface of Sandy Sails

Crganic Sireaking in Sangy Soils

Listed on Local { National Hydric Soils Lt
Other {Explain in Remarks)

Wone

Remarks:

Hydng Soils Fiesem?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
(1887 COE Wellands Dehneatian Mamual

SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION

Flot 1o WAS.26 Transect 1D
Location: Pronosed Landfill Area Community |0
Project/Site. Canme Run Landfill Project Date 7/28/03
Cwner E-ON/LGEE County Jefferson
Investigatoe Brian Fox, Jared Edwards Stale: Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION
Co Normal Cirgumslances exist on the sie? YES
|5 the site significantly oisturbed (Atypical Sttuation)? NO
Is |he area a potental Propiem Area? NQ
Hydraphytic Vegetalion Present? YES
Waetland Hydrolagy Preseni? YES
Hydric Soils Present? YES
I5 this Sameling Point Within a Wetland? YES
Remarks:
. . VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Dominant Flant Species Stratum Indicator
i. Typha fafifolia HERE OBL 8. Tancodendron radicans VINE Fag
2 Gleditsia fiacanthos TREE FAC. 10
3 Juncus effusus HERE FACWY+ 1.
4 Fapuius defioides TREE FAC 12
S Ager rubrum TREE FaC i3
6 Sambucus canaganss SHRUB FACW- i
7 impatiens capenss HERSB FACW 15
& Apocyrum andrasgemifahum HERH - 15
Parcen of Dominant Species that are OBL, FACW or FAC (excluding FAG-] 28%
Ramarks:
| Hydraphytic Vegeiation Present?y] YES
: HYDROLOGY :
lT’rimar\y Indicators Secandary Indlcators |2 or more required) Field Obsarvations:
X |Inundated Oxldized Raol Channels n Upper 12 in Depth of Surface Water NIO
X |Saturated in Upper 12 inches Water-5tained Leaves Gepth 1o Water In Pit: NID
Water Marks Loca! Soil Survey Gata Deoth 10 Saturaled Sall NID
Crift Lines Fal-Meutral Test Recorded Data {Describe In Remarks)?
Sedimeant Daposits CHher texplain in Remarks) Stream, Laks. or Tide Gauge MIA
Crainage Patlarns in Wetlands Note Aerial Photagraphs. NiA
MNong Othet NIA,
Remarks:
I Waetland Hydrology Present or Indicaiad?] YES
SOILS e
Map LInil Name: Urpan Land - Uderthent Complex A |Cranage Cigss:
Taxanamy "iField Qbservahons Confitm Mapped Type®:
Depth (In.} [Horizon| Matrix Color (Munsell Moist) WMottle Colar {AbundancefContrast) Texture, Structure, Concretions. elc.
b-18" 10YRE/2 1DYR 46
Hydrle Sail Indicaters:
Histosal Reduong Conditians Crganic Streaking In Sandy Soils
Histc Epipedon X |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors [ |Listed an Local / National Hydne Solls List
Suilidic Odor Concretions [ |ther iExplan in Remarks)
Aquic Molstures Regime High Organie Gontent In Surface of Sandy Soits | INone
Remarks:
| Hyuric Soils Preseni?| YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION BATA FORM
1987 COE Wetlands Deineation Manualy
SAMPLING STATION INFORMATICN vl 5 ke
Piot 1D WAS-27 Transect 10 J R C
lLocation.  Propgsed Landfill Area Community 10 o W _"‘- N ; ;
Project/Site:_Cane Run Landlfill Preject Ciale 7/28/09 _:‘ iy ’” =
Owner E-ONILGEE County: Jefferson AN .
Investigatar Brian Fox, Jared Edwards Slate: Kentucky
. WETLAND DETERMINATION )
Do Nermak Circumstances exist an the sae? YES v
|5 the site signicantly disturbed (Atypical Situationy? NO N
}s Ihe area a polential Problem Area? NO
Hydraphytic Vegetation Present? YES
Watland Hydroiogy Pressn™ YES
Hydnc Soils Present? YES '
16 thls Sampling Point Within a Wetland? YES
Remarks: . - 4 -ﬁal e
e 2
o .
".'“:"’-». . .
VEGETATION
Dom lnant‘P_IEnt Specles Straium | o Damlnant Plant Specles Siratum Indicator
i. mpatiens capensis HERE FaTWw ER
2 Taxicadendron rAdicans WINE FAC 10.
3 Leersia (ryzo1des HERB Q8L 1
4 Agerating attissima HERB FACU- 12
5. Falygonum pensylvanicum HERS FACW 13.
8. Fraxinus pennsylvanica TREE FALW 14
7 Boehmerda cyfndrica HERE FACW+ 15,
8. Lysimaciva pummulana HERE o8| 18
Percenl of Dominant Species that are OBL FACW or FAC {excluding FAC- 8B%
Remarks:
| Hydraphytic Vegelation Fresent?] YES
- HYDROLOGY
uT’rimaryr Indicators Secondary Indlcators {2 or more required) Fiald Observations:
% |mundated Oudized Rool Channels in Upper 120 Depth of Surface Waler [{Ti=}
X |Satirated in Upper 12 Inches Water-Staned Leaves Depth 1o Waler in Pit: NIG
Yater Marks toeal Soil Survey Data Depth (0 Saturaled Soll NI
Orift Lines FaC-Newtral Test Recorded Data {Describe in Remarks)?
Sediment Deposils Chher (explain it Ramarks) Stream, Lake. or Tide Gauge: NIA
Orainaga Pattems n Wellands Nane Agrial Photogranhs: NiA
None her MNiA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hydrolagy Preseni or Indicated?| YES
SOILS s
| Map Unit Marme: Urban Land - Udorthent Complex Dranage Class.
Taxonomy: Field Observations Confrm Mapped Type?
Depth {in.) [Horlzon| Malrix Colar {Munsel Moist) Mottle Color {AbundancefContrast) Textura, Structure, Concrations, eic.
a-5" 10YR4:4 Siiy Clay
8-1g" 1Y REHM 10714/ Sty Clay
Hydric $oil Indicateors:
Histosol Reducing Conditions | |Organic Streaking in Sandy Soils
I iHistic Epipedan X |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Coloss _ |Lsteg on Laca! { Mational Hydrie Soils List
Sulfinic Qdor Conerafrans Otner (Explain in Remarks)
Agule Molsture Regime High Drganic Conlenl v Surace of Sandy Soils [ |wone
Remarks:
[ Hydre Saifs Presenl?] YES




ROQUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM

SAMPLING STATION INFORMA TION

Piot 1D: WAS-28

Transec! 10

1. ocalon: Proposed L andfill Area

Communlty 1D

Project!Site. Cane Run Landfill Project

Date 7128109

Owner E-OMNILGAE

County Jefferson

Invastigator Brian Fox, Jared Edwards

State: Kentucky

WETLAND DETERMINATION

Do Mommal Swcumstancas exist on the sie? YES
15 the stte significanily disturbed [Atypical Situahon)? W
I3 the area a potentiat Problem Arga? NO
Hydrophyli: Vegetation Present™ NO
Weiland Hydroiogy Present? NO
Hydric Sonls Presenl? YES

is this Sampling Poinl Within a Wetland ?

(1887 COE Weliands Delineatan Manual)

Ramarks:
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Indicator Daminant Plant Species Stratum Indicator
1 Ageraling allissima HERH FACL- Q. Diospyros virginianag SHRUB Fac-
2 Lopicora japonica WINE FaG- 10
3 Parthenocissus guinguefolia VINE FaCUu 11
4 Lanicers maackii WIME FACU 12
5 Toricodendron radfcans VINE FALC 13
6 Acersacchanm TREE FACL- 14
7 Utmus amencana TREE FACW- 15
B Ligusinim sempanirens SHRUB 16.
Parcent of Dorminan Specigs thal are OBL, FACW or FAL (excluging FAG-) 29%
Remarks:
| Hydrophytic Vegelation Present? NO
HYDROLOGY
Primary Indicators Secondary Indicators |2 or more reguired) Field Observations:
Inundated Oxidizet Ruot Channgls in Upper 1210 Cepth of Surface Walter N0
Saturated n Upper 12 Inches Water-Stainad tzaves Ceplh 1o Water in Pit. NIQ
Water Marks Lacal Soil Survey Data Bapih io Saturated Soll NIQ
Tiift Lines FaC-Neatral Test Recorded Data [Describe in Remarks)?
Sadimenl Deposils Chher rexpiain in Remarks) Stream, Lake or Tide Gauge: NIA
Crainage Fatiams in Wetlands X |None Agnal Photographs: NfA
¥ |Mane Qther MiA
Remarks:
| Wetiand Hydrology Present or Indicated?| NO
. . EQILS o
Map Unit Name: lUrban Land - Udorthent Compiex |Brainage Class
Taxonomy: IField Qbservalicns Confim Mapped Type?:
Cepth (in] |Horzon| Mairx Color {Munsell Moist) Mottle Colar (Abundance/Cantrasty Texture, Structure, Concretlons, etc.
o-a" 10¥R5/4 Silty Clay
B2 10¥R7IN 10% RGG imany. distingt) Silty Clay
12-24" 1GYREN 10YREMS (many dstingl) Silty Clay
Hydric 50H Indicators:
Histosol Reducing Conditions | |wrganic Streaking in Sandy Soils
Histic Eplpedon X |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colors Listed on Local { Nalional Hydric Sois List
Sulfidic Cdar Cancretions Other (Explain m Pemarks)
Aguic Mosture Regime High Qrgaric Conlent in Suface of Sandy Soils MNong

Remarks:

[ Hydric Soils Presant?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
11987 COE Wetlands Delineation Manual}
SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION
Flot 1) WAS-29 Trangect 1D
Location; Praposed Landfill Area Community 10
FropectiSite: Cana Run Landtill Project Date Bi13/2009
Cwner: E-ON/LG&E County Jelferson
Investigalar. Rita Davis, Jared Edwards Siate: Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATION
[B5 Normal Circamstances swist on the sie? YES
is the site significantly disturbed (Atymcal Situationy? HO
is the arga & potenlial Problem Area? NO
Hydrophyhe Vegelation Presanl? YES
Welland Hydeology Presem? YES
Hygric Solls Fresent? YES
Is thls Sampling Point Wishin a Watiand? YES
Remarks:
5
VEGETATION — .
Domi % Plant Species Stratum Indicater Dominant Plant Speciles | &trawm Indicator
1. Equisalumn hyemaie HERB FACW q. I
2. Lenicera japonica VINE FAC. 10
3. Sassafras albicum SHRLB FACU- 11
4, Lonicera masckii SHRUA 12
5. Acer sacchannum TREE FACW 13
6. Liguidambar styraciflua TREE FAL 14,
7. Bophmena cyfindnca HERS FACW 15
B. Lysimaciva nummulana HERB QBL 16, !
Parcznt of Domnant Species that are OBL, FACWY of FAC jexcluding FAC-; 71%
Remarks:
_— I Hydrophylic Vegatation Preseny] YES
- - : HYDROLDGY
Primary indicators Secondary Indicators (2 of more required) Field Observations:
Inundated Oxdized Rool Channefs in Upper *2in Cepih of Surface Waler NIO
% |Saturated n Upper 12 inchas Water-Stamed Leaves Depth 1o Waler in P NIO
Water Marks Lacal Sol Survey Diata Depin 1o Saturated Sl NiD
Erift Lines FAC-MNeutral Test Regorded Data (Describe in Remarks)?
Sediment Depasits Diher (explam in Remarks) Stream, Lake. of Tide (Gauge: Ni&,
Oranage Fatterns in Wetlands None Agrial Photographs: NiA
Nane CHhae N/&
Remarks:
| weiland Hydrolagy Present ar Indicated?| YES
] SOILS
Map Unit Narms Lirban Land - Udorthent Complex Crainage Class
Taxonomy: Field Obsarvalions Conbrm Mapped Type™
Deapth {In.) |Horizon| Matrix Color (Munsell Moist] | Mottle Colar {Abundance/Contrast) Texture, Structure, Concretions, etc.
2.3 1Y RN | 10YRAE (many, faint) Siity Tlay
310" t0YR3HM IOYREE imany distincl) Silty Clay
10-16" 10YRA/ Silty Clay
Hydric Soil Ingicators:
Histosol Reducing Condlions Organic Streaking In Sandy Salis
Histic Epipedon ¥ |Gleyed or Low-Chroma Colars | Listed on Local / Hational Hydne Safls List
Sulfidic Qdar Concretions | _|Other {(Explain in Remarks)
Aguic Meisiure Regime High Crganic Cantent in Surface of Sandy Soilg None
[Remarks:
| Hydric Soils Present?] YES




ROUTINE WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM
(1987 COE Wetlands Delneabion Manual)

. SAMPLING STATION INFORMATION
Plot 1. WAS 3D Transea 1D

Lacatian. Proposed Landfill Area Commumity 10
FrojectiSite: Care Fun Landfll Project Date 81308
Owner E-ONIEGEE County: Jetferson
Inveshigatar: Ria Davis. Jarad Edwaras State. Kentucky
WETLAND DETERMINATICN
o Norma! Circumstances #ais! on the site? YES
5 ihe site sgnificantly disturbed (Alypical Situatom? NO
|5 the area a potantial Problem Area? NO X1
Hydraphytlc Vegetatlon Present? NO
Wetiand Hydrology Fresent? NO
Hydric Soils Present? NO
3
I5 this Sampling Point Within a Wetland? '
Remarks:
VEGETATION
Dominant Plant Species Stratum Ingi )t Dominant Plant Specles Stratum Indicater
1 Rubus affegheniensis SHRUB FACU- 9.
2. Lomcera japoricd VINE FAC- 10
3 Liguidamibar styracifiua TREE FAC 11
4. Junipenis virgniana TREE FACU 12
5. Robima pseudoacacia TREE FACL- i3
6. Sokdago alissima HERB FaCL 14
7. 14,
B. 16
Fercent of Dominant Speces that are OHL. FACW or FAC (escluding FAC-) 1%
Remarks:
| Hydraphytic Vegelation Presanl™ NO
HYDROLOGY
r'I;'rlmarg,ll Indicators Secondary Indicators {2 or more required} Fleld Obsarvations:
Inundated Oxidized Root Channels in Upper 12 in Depth of Surface Walsr. NIO
Saturated wn Upper 12 inches Vvater-Stained Leaves Depth o Waler 1in Pit: NIO
Water Marks Lugal Sail Survey Data Depth to Saturaled Soil, NG
Dri#t Lines FAC-Neutral Test Recorded Data [Describe in Remarks]?
Sedimen! Depasits Mher jexplain in Femarks) Stream, Lake. or Tide Gaugs: NiA
Grainage Fattems in Weilands X |None Aerial Photographs: MNA
X |[None Cther NiA
Remarks:
| Wetland Hydrology Present or Indizated?] NO
. SOILE
Map Unil Name: Urban Land - Ugorthent Comglex Drainage Class
Taxonomy: . Figld Observations Confirm Mapped Type?
Depth {In.} |Herzon| Matrix Color (Munsell Malst} Mottle Color [Abundance/Contrast) Texture, Structure, Concrations, aic.
o187 HOYRSE Silty Clay
Hydrit Soil Indicators:
Hrslasol Reducing Conditrons | |Crganic Streaking In Sandy Soils
Hislic Epipedon Gleyed of Low-Cnroma Colors | |tisted on Local f Matonat Hydne Souls List
Suihgic Odor Concrations Other (Explamn in Remarlis)
Aguic Moisture Pegime High Organic Gontent m Surface of Sandy Sale [ X |None

[Remarks:

Hydnc Soils Fresent?] HO




Jurisdictional Determination Forms

i. Perennial Streams/Wetlands

i. Intermittent Streams/Wetlands

iti. Ephermeral Streams/Wetlands

iv. Non-Jurisdictional Streams/Wetlands



i. Perennial Streams/Wetlands



PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL
DETERMINATION (JD): 08/14/09

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PRELIMINARY JD:
Stephen Hall

Project Engineer

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.

350 Missouri Ave., Suite 100

Jeffersonville, IN 47130

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: Louisville District
Office

D. PROJECT LOCATION(S) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The
E.ON-US is proposing to expand their landfill facilities for the purpose of storing coal
combustion by-product (CCB) produced at the Cane Run Power Station. The project is
located within the Mill Creek Cutoff watershed in Louisville, KY (38.181° N, 85.883 °
W),

(USE THE ATTACHED TABLE TO DOCUMENT MULTIPLE WATERBODIES
AT DIFFERENT SITES)
State: KY County/parish/borough: Jefferson City: Louisville
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):
Lat. 38.181° N, Long. 85.883 W.
Universal Transverse Mercator: 16
Name of nearest waterbody: Mill Creek Cutoff
Identify (estimate) amount of waters in the review area:
Non-wetland waters: 4 stream sections; linear feet: 9,929 ft.; width (ft)
and/or 9.888 acres.
Cowardin Class: Riverine Stream Flow: Perennial
Wetlands: 1 wetland 0.057 acres. Cowardin Class: PSS1
Scrub-shrub

Name of any water bodies on the site that have been identified as Section 10
waters:

Tidal:
Non-Tidal:

E. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY):

[] Office (Desk) Determination. Date:

X Field Determination. Date(s): August 14, 2009
1. The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional waters of the
United States on the subject site, and the permit applicant or other affected party
who requested this preliminary JD is hereby advised of his or her option to
request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination (JD) for that site.
1



Nevertheless, the permit applicant or other person who requested this
preliminary JD has declined to exercise the option to obtain an approved JD in
this instance and at this time.

2. In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or
a Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring
‘pre-construction notification” (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting
NWP or other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an
approved JD for the activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware of the
following: (1) the permit applicant has elected to seek a permit authorization
based on a preliminary JD, which does not make an official determination of
jurisdictional waters; (2) that the applicant has the option to request an approved
JD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit authorization, and
that basing a permit authorization on an approved JD could possibly result in less
compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) that
the applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting
the terms and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4)
that the applicant can accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply
with all the terms and conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation
requirements the Corps has determined to be necessary; (5) that undertaking
any activity in reliance upon the subject permit authorization without requesting
an approved JD constitutes the applicant’s acceptance of the use of the
preliminary JD, but that either form of JD will be processed as soon as is
practicable; (6) accepting a permit authorization (e.g., signing a proffered
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps
permit authorization based on a preliminary JD constitutes agreement that all
wetlands and other water bodies on the site affected in any way by that activity
are jurisdictional waters of the United States, and precludes any challenge to
such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance or enforcement
action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7) whether
the applicant elects to use either an approved JD or a preliminary JD, that JD
will be processed as soon as is practicable. Further, an approved JD, a proffered
individual permit (and all terms and conditions contained therein), or individual
permit denial can be administratively appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331,
and that in any administrative appeal, jurisdictional issues can be raised (see 33
C.F.R. 331.5(a)(2)). If, during that administrative appeal, it becomes necessary
to make an official determination whether CWA jurisdiction exists over a site, or
to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will
provide an approved JD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable.
This preliminary JD finds that there “may be” waters of the United States on the
subject project site, and identifies all aquatic features on the site that could be
affected by the proposed activity, based on the following information:
SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for preliminary JD {check all that apply

- checked items should be included in case file and, where checked and

requested, appropriately reference sources below):

& Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the

applicant/consultant:

X Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant.
Attached: Wetland Analysis (WAS) Sheet, RBP sheet
[] Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.
2



[J Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.
[] Data sheets prepared by the Corps:

] Corps navigable waters’ study:

[ U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:

[[] USGS NHD data.

[J USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.
B U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: Lanesville Quad,
1:24,000.

[C] USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:
[C] National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name:
[] State/Local wetland inventory map(s):
(] FEMA/FIRM maps:
[} 100-year Floodplain Elevation is: (National Geodectic Vertical Datum of
1929)
(X Photographs: { ] Aerial (Name & Date):
or [] Other (Name & Date):RBP Photos.
[ Previous determination(s). File no. and date of response letter:

[ Other information (please specify):

IMPORTANT NOTE: The information recorded on this form has not

necegsarily been verified by the Co and should not be relied upon for
later jurisdictional determinations.

4
el
Signature and date of gnatur@dnd dateof 7/ 7

Reguiatory Project Manager person requesting preliminary JD
(REQUIRED) (REQUIRED, unless obtaining
the signature is impracticable)




Estimated

. amount of Class of
Site number | Latitude | Longitude chr:srgm aquatic aquatic
resource in resource
review area
. . . 6,161 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
P-1 38.184475" | -85.880045 Riverine 8 486 acre non-tidal
. . L 1,455 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
P-2 3B.180164° | -85.883238 Riverine 0.401 acre non-tidal
. . . 1,094 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
P-3 38.181654° | -85.879108 Riverine 0.301 acre non-tidal
. . L 1,219 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
P-4 38.182251° | -85.875217 Riverine 0.700 acre non-tidal
Wetland K 38.178134° | -85.87789° | PSS 0.057 acre Non-tidal
wetland




ii. Intermittent Streams/Wetlands



PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL
DETERMINATION (JD): 08/14/09

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PRELIMINARY JD:
Stephen Hall

Project Engineer

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.

350 Missouri Ave., Suite 100

Jeffersonville, IN 47130

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: Louisville District
Office

D. PROJECT LOCATION(S) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The
E.ON-US is proposing to expand their landfill facilities for the purpose of storing coal
combustion by-product (CCB) produced at the Cane Run Power Station. The project is
located within the Mill Creek Cutoff watershed in Louisville, KY (38.181°N, 85.883 °
W).

(USE THE ATTACHED TABLE TO DOCUMENT MULTIPLE WATERBODIES
AT DIFFERENT SITES)
State: KY County/parish/borough: Jefferson City: Louisville
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):
Lat. 38.181° N, Long. 85.883 W.
Universal Transverse Mercator. 16
Name of nearest waterbody: Mill Creek Cutoff
Identify (estimate) amount of waters in the review area:
Non-wetland waters: 3 stream sections; linear feet: 4,158 ft.; width (ft)
and/or 0.320 acres.
Cowardin Class: Riverine Stream Flow: Intermittent
Wetlands: 2 wetlands 1.598 acres. Cowardin Class:
PEM1/PFO1

Name of any water bodies on the site that have been identified as Section 10
waters:

Tidal:
Non-Tidal:

E. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY):

[J Office (Desk) Determination. Date:
X Field Determination. Date(s): August 14, 2009



1. The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional waters of the
United States on the subject site, and the permit applicant or other affected party
who requested this preliminary JD is hereby advised of his or her option to
request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination (JD) for that site.
Nevertheless, the permit applicant or other person who requested this
preliminary JD has declined to exercise the option to obtain an approved JD in
this instance and at this time.

2. In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or
a Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring
“pre-construction notification” (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting
NWP or other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an
approved JD for the activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware of the
following: (1) the permit applicant has elected to seek a permit authorization
based on a preliminary JD, which does not make an official determination of
jurisdictional waters; (2) that the applicant has the option to request an approved
JD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit authorization, and
that basing a permit authorization on an approved JD could possibly result in less
compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) that
the applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting
the terms and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4)
that the applicant can accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply
with all the terms and conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation
requirements the Corps has determined to be necessary; (5) that undertaking
any activity in reliance upon the subject permit authorization without requesting
an approved JD constitutes the applicant’'s acceptance of the use of the
preliminary JD, but that either form of JD will be processed as soon as is
practicable; (6) accepting a permit authorization (e.g., signing a proffered
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps
permit authorization based on a preliminary JD constitutes agreement that all
wetlands and other water bodies on the site affected in any way by that activity
are jurisdictional waters of the United States, and precludes any challenge to
such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance or enforcement
action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7) whether
the applicant elects to use either an approved JD or a preliminary JD, that JD
will be processed as soon as is practicable. Further, an approved JD, a proffered
individual permit (and all terms and conditions contained therein), or individual
permit denial can be administratively appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331,
and that in any administrative appeal, jurisdictional issues can be raised {see 33
C.F.R. 331.5(a)(2)). If, during that administrative appeal, it becomes necessary
to make an official determination whether CWA jurisdiction exists over a site, or
to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will
provide an approved JD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable.
This preliminary JD finds that there “may be” waters of the United States on the
subject project site, and identifies all aquatic features on the site that could be
affected by the proposed activity, based on the following information:



SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for preliminary JD (check all that apply
- checked items should be included in case file and, where checked and
requested, appropriately reference sources below):

X Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the

applicant/consultant:

(X Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant.
Attached: Wetland Analysis (WAS) Sheet, RBP sheet

[[] Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.

[[] Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.

[] Data sheets prepared by the Corps:
{71 Corps navigable waters' study:

(] U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:

[(J USGS NHD data.

[J usGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.
X U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: Lanesville Quad,
1:24,000.

[C] USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:
[[] National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name:

(] State/Local wetland inventory map(s):

[(] FEMA/FIRM maps:

[_] 100-year Floodplain Elevation is: (National Geodectic Vertical Datum of
- 1929)
] Photographs: [] Aerial (Name & Date):
or I Other (Name & Date):RBP Photos.
[ Previous detemination(s). File no. and date of response letter:

[ oOther information (please specify):

IMPORTANT NOTE: The information recorded on this form has not

necessarily been verified by the Corps and should not be relied upon for
later jurisdictional determinations.

Signature and date of
Reguiatory Project Manager Bquesting preliminary JD
(REQUIRED) (REQUIRED, unless obtaining

the signature is impracticable)




Estimated

Cowardin amount of Class of
Site number | Latitude | Longitude Class aquatic aquatic
resource in resource
review area
. . . 1,467 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
I-1 38.18204° | -85.884476 Riverine 0.135 acre non-tidal
. . . 916 linear Non-section 10
I-2 38.182686° | -85.881343 Riverine feet/0.063 acre non-tidal
-3 38186017 | -85.880045° | Riverine | |/ 1o linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.122 acre non-tidal
Wetland A | 38.170068" | -85.879848° | PEMA 1.505 acre Non-tidal
wetland
Wetland L | 38.181983" | -85.884405" | PFO! 0.093 acre Non-tidal
wetland




iii. Ephermeral Streams/Wetlands



PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL
DETERMINATION (JD}): 08/14/09

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PRELIMINARY JD:
Stephen Hall

Project Engineer

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.

350 Missouri Ave., Suite 100

Jeffersonville, IN 47130

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: Louisville District
Office

D. PROJECT LOCATION(S) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The
E.ON-US is proposing to expand their landfill facilities for the purpose of storing coal
combustion by-product (CCB) produced at the Cane Run Power Station. The project is
located within the Mill Creek Cutoff watershed in Louisville, KY (38.181° N, 85.883 °
W).

{USE THE ATTACHED TABLE TO DOCUMENT MULTIPLE WATERBODIES
AT DIFFERENT SITES)
State: KY County/parish/borough: Jefferson City: Louisville
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):
Lat. 38.181° N, Long. 85.883 W.
Universal Transverse Mercator: 16
Name of nearest waterbody: Mill Creek Cutoff
Identify (estimate) amount of waters in the review area:
Non-wetland waters: 40 stream sections; linear feet: 9,638 ft.; width (ft)
and/or 1.199 acres.
Cowardin Class: Riverine Stream Flow: Ephemeral
Wetlands: 3 wetlands 1.390 acres. Cowardin Class: PFO1
Forested

Name of any water bodies on the site that have been identified as Section 10
waters:

Tidal:
Non-Tidal:

E. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY):

[] Office (Desk) Determination. Date:

< Field Determination. Date(s): August 14, 2009
1. The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional waters of the
United States on the subject site, and the permit applicant or other affected party
who requested this preliminary JD is hereby advised of his or her option to
request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination (JD) for that site.
1



Nevertheless, the permit applicant or other person who requested this
preliminary JD has declined to exercise the option to obtain an approved JD in
this instance and at this time.

2. In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or
a Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring
“pre-construction notification” (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting
NWHP or other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an
approved JD for the activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware of the
following: (1) the permit applicant has elected to seek a permit authorization
based on a preliminary JD, which does not make an official determination of
jurisdictional waters; (2) that the applicant has the option to request an approved
JD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit authorization, and
that basing a permit authorization on an approved JD could possibly result in less
compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) that
the applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting
the terms and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4)
that the applicant can accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply
with all the terms and conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation
requirements the Corps has determined to be necessary; (5) that undertaking
any activity in reliance upon the subject permit authorization without requesting
an approved JD constitutes the applicant’s acceptance of the use of the
preliminary JD, but that either form of JD will be processed as soon as is
practicable; (6) accepting a permit authorization (e.qg., signing a proffered
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps
permit authorization based on a preliminary JD constitutes agreement that ail
wetlands and other water bodies on the site affected in any way by that activity
are jurisdictional waters of the United States, and precludes any challenge to
such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance or enforcement
action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7) whether
the applicant elects to use either an approved JD or a preliminary JD, that JD
will be processed as soon as is practicable. Further, an approved JD, a proffered
individual permit (and all terms and conditions contained therein), or individual
permit denial can be administratively appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331,
and that in any administrative appeal, jurisdictional issues can be raised (see 33
C.F.R. 331.5(a)(2)). If, during that administrative appeal, it becomes necessary
to make an official determination whether CWA jurisdiction exists over a site, or
to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will
provide an approved JD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable.
This preliminary JD finds that there “may be” waters of the United States on the
subject project site, and identifies all aquatic features on the site that could be
affected by the proposed activity, based on the following information:
SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for preliminary JD {check all that apply

- checked items should be included in case file and, where checked and

requested, appropriately reference sources below):

B Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the

applicant/consultant:

Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consultant.
Attached: Wetland Analysis (WAS) Sheet, RBP sheet
[] Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.
2



[] Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.
] Data sheets prepared by the Corps:

] Corps navigable waters’ study:

[J v.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:

[ ] USGS NHD data.

[J USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.
X U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: Lanesville Quad,
1:24,000.

] USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:
[J National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name:

[ State/l.ocal wetland inventory map(s):

] FEMA/FIRM maps:

[ 100-year Floodplain Elevation is: (Nationat Geodectic Vertical Datum of
1929) _
X Photographs: [_] Aerial (Name & Date):
or [X] Other (Name & Date):RBP Photos.
[] Previous determination(s). File no. and date of response letter:

] Other information (please specify):

IMPORTANT NOTE: The information recorded on this fi asn

necessarily been varified by the Corps and should not be relied upon for
later jurisdictional determinations.
/",
/s

Signature and date of natu d date of
Regulatory Project Manager person requesting prefiminary JD
(REQUIRED) {(REQUIRED, unless cbtaining

the signature is impracticable)




Estimated

. amount of Class of
Site number | Latitude | Longitude C%vr:;gm aquatic aquatic
resource in resource
review area
. . . 846 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
E-1a 38.180207° | -85.884296 Riverine 0.194 acre non-tidal
. . . 71 linear feet/ Non-section 10
E-1 - )
38.181668 85.884677 Riverine 0.016 acre non-tidal
. . L 57 linear feet/ Non-section 10
E-2 38.181668 | -85.884677 Riverine 0.005 acre non-tidal
. o o 96 linear feet/ Non-section 10
E-4 38.181838° | -85.883035° | Riverine | 243 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.025 acre non-tidal
E-5 38.183566° | -85.883761° | Riverine | 2o Inearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.024 acre non-tidal
E6 38.163488° | -85.883853° | Riverine | -2 mearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.002 acre non-tidal
E-7 3818173 | -85.88101° | Riverine | O/ nearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.016 acre non-tidal
. . . 06 linear feet/ Non-section 10
E-8 38.182458" | -85.881819 Riverine 0.007 acre non-tidal
E-9 38.180807° | -85.880022° | Riverine | o0 \nearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.044 acre non-tidal
. . L 413 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
E-10 38.181591° | -85.880542 Riverine 0.076 acre non-tidal
. . L 92 linear feet/ Non-section 10
E-11 38.181063° | -85.879709 Riverine 0.013 acre non-tidal
E-12 38.180893° | -85.879386" | Riverine | 702 Inearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.037 acre non-tidal
E-13 38.181017° | -85.879536° | Riverine | A7 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.002 acre non-tidal
. . . 59 linear feet/ Non-section 10
14 - .
E 38.180993° | -85.879391 Riverine 0.003 acre non-tidal
E-15 38.177877° | -85.877815° | Riverine | |/ linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.005 acre non-tidal
E-16 38.180957" | -85.878511° | Riverine | O o inearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.1567 acre non-tidal
E-17 38.180499° | -85.878424° | Riverine | o2 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.002 acre non-tidal
E-18 38.180863" | -85.878206° | Riverine | O2o inearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.036 acre non-tidal
E-19 38.1862° | -85879941° | Riverine | ©Oo nearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.011 acre non-tidal
. . - 240 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
E-20 . -85. )
38.186255 85.88061 Riverine 0.033 acre non-tidal




E-21

38,185786"

-85.881098"

Riverine

65 linear feet/

Non-section 10

0.009 acre non-tidal

E-22 38.185457° | -85.881526° | Riverine | 104 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.014 acre non-tidal

E-23 38.185002° | -85.882037° | Riverine | 102 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.014 acre non-tidal

E-24 38.184834° | -85.881626° | Riverine | 42 lInearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.006 acre non-tidal

E-25 38.184725" | -85.88176" | Riverine | ) nearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.004 acre non-tidal

E-26 38.183109° | -85.875742° | Riverine | o) Inearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.025 acre non-tidal

. . D 499 linear feet/ | Non-section 10
E-27 38.183738° | -85.876758° | Riverine 0.089 acre rorctidal

R . L 51 linear feet/ Non-section 10
E-28 38.183738° | -85.876888° | Riverine 0.007 g0 rorctidal

E-29 38.183544° | -85.876664° | Riverine | 0 iinearfeet/ ) Non-section 10
0.015 acre non-tidal

E-30 18.183627° | -85.676371° | Riverine | o4 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.012 acre non-tidal

E-31 38.184282° | -85.87623° | Riverine | 472 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.076 acre non-tidal

E-32 28.184571° | -85.876127° | Riverine | 200 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.019 acre non-tidal

E-33 38.184731° | -85.876019° | Riverine | O linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.008 acre non-tidal

E-34 28.185285° | .85.876848° | Riverine | 472 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.044 acre non-tidal

E-35 38.185125° | -85.876086° | Riverine | 020 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.059 acre non-tidal

E-36 38.183179° | -85.878400° | Riverine | 303 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.037 acre non-tidal

E-37 38.183111° | -85.878508° | Riverine | ©o linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.005 acre non-tidal

E-38 18.182376° | -85.879696° | Riverine | 47 linearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.043 acre non-tidal

E-39 38.183304" | -85.879635° | Riverine | 1/ lnearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.002 acre non-tidal

E-40 38.182997° | -85.878353° | Riverine | 20 Hnearfeet/ | Non-section 10
0.002 acre non-tidal
Wetland | 38.17864° | -85.87716° | PFO1 0.423 acre Non-tidal
wetland
Wetland J 38.17864° | -85.87716° PFO1 0.793 acre Non-tidal
wetland
Wetland K 38.17864° | -85.87716° | PFO1 0.174 acre Non-tidal
wetland




iv. Non-Jurisdictional Streams/Wetlands



PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION FORM
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A. REPORT COMPLETION DATE FOR PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL
DETERMINATION (JD): 08/14/09

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PRELIMINARY JD:
Stephen Hall

Project Engineer

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.

350 Missouri Ave., Suite 100

Jeffersonville, IN 47130

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER: Louisville District
Office

D. PROJECT LOCATION(S) AND BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The
E.ON-US is proposing to expand their landfill facilities for the purpose of storing coal
combustion by-product (CCB) produced at the Cane Run Power Station. The project is
located within the Mill Creek Cutoff watershed in Louisville, KY (38.181° N, 85.883 °
W),

(USE THE ATTACHED TABLE TO DOCUMENT MULTIPLE WATERBODIES
AT DIFFERENT SITES)
State: KY County/parish/borough: Jefferson City: Louisville
Center coordinates of site (lat/long in degree decimal format):
Lat. 38.181° N, Long. 85.883 W.
Universal Transverse Mercator: 16
Name of nearest waterbody: Mill Creek Cutoff
ldentify (estimate) amount of waters in the review area:
Non-wetland waters: 2 stream sections; linear feet: 1,154 ft.; width (ft)
and/or N/A acres.
Cowardin Class: N/A Stream Flow: Non-Jurisdictional
Wetlands: 7 wetlands 0.375 acres. Cowardin Class: PEM1
Emergent

Name of any water bodies on the site that have been identified as Section 10
waters:

Tidal:
Non-Tidal:

E. REVIEW PERFORMED FOR SITE EVALUATION (CHECK ALL THAT
APPLY):

[] Office (Desk) Determination. Date:

X Field Determination. Date(s): August 14, 2009
1. The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be jurisdictional waters of the
United States on the subject site, and the permit applicant or other affected party
who requested this preliminary JD is hereby advised of his or her option to
request and obtain an approved jurisdictional determination (JD) for that site.
1



Nevertheless, the permit applicant or other person who requested this
preliminary JD has declined to exercise the option to obtain an approved JD in
this instance and at this time.

2. In any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or
a Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring
“pre-construction notification” (PCN), or requests verification for a non-reporting
NWP or other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an
approved JD for the activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware of the
following: (1) the permit applicant has elected to seek a permit authorization
based on a preliminary JD, which does not make an official determination of
jurisdictional waters; (2) that the applicant has the option to request an approved
JD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit authorization, and
that basing a permit authorization on an approved JD could possibly result in less
compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) that
the applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting
the terms and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4)
that the applicant can accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply
with all the terms and conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation
requirements the Corps has determined to be necessary; (5) that undertaking
any activity in reliance upon the subject permit authorization without requesting
an approved JD constitutes the applicant’s acceptance of the use of the
preliminary JD, but that either form of JD will be processed as soon as is
practicable; (8) accepting a permit authorization (e.g., signing a proffered
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps
permit authorization based on a preliminary JD constitutes agreement that all
wetlands and other water bodies on the site affected in any way by that activity
are jurisdictional waters of the United States, and precludes any challenge to
such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance or enforcement
action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7) whether
the applicant elects to use either an approved JD or a preliminary JD, that JD
wili be processed as soon as is practicable. Further, an approved JD, a proffered
individual permit (and all terms and conditions contained therein), or individual
permit denial can be administratively appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331,
and that in any administrative appeal, jurisdictional issues can be raised (see 33
C.F.R. 331.5(a)}(2)). If, during that administrative appeal, it becomes necessary
to make an official determination whether CWA jurisdiction exists over a site, or
to provide an official delineation of jurisdictional waters on the site, the Corps will
provide an approved JD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable.
This preliminary JD finds that there “may be” waters of the United States on the
subject project site, and identifies all aquatic features on the site that could be
affected by the proposed activity, based on the following information:
SUPPORTING DATA. Data reviewed for preliminary JD (check all that apply

- checked items should be included in case file and, where checked and

requested, appropriately reference sources below):

X Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the

applicant/consultant:

X Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the applicant/consuitant.
Attached: Wetland Analysis (WAS) Sheet, RBP sheet
[7] Office concurs with data sheets/delineation report.
2



[J Office does not concur with data sheets/delineation report.
[] Data sheets prepared by the Corps:

] Corps navigable waters' study:

[] U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas:

(] USGS NHD data.

[(J USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.
X U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: Lanesville Quad,
1:24,000.

[J USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation:
[] National wetlands inventory map(s). Cite name:
[_] State/Local wetiand inventory map(s):
] FEMA/FIRM maps:
] 100-year Floodplain Elevation is: (National Geodectic Vertical Datum of
1929)
[C] Photographs: [] Aerial (Name & Date):
or (] Other (Name & Date):
[] Pravious determination(s). File no. and date of response letter:

[] Other information (please specify):

IMPORTANT NOTE: The information recorded on this form has not
necessarlly been verifled by the Corps and should not be relisd upon for

later jurisdictional determinations.

Signature and date of 82‘ natur® and date of /

Regulatory Project Manager person requesting preliminary JD
(REQUIRED) (REQUIRED, unless obtaining
the signature is impracticable)




Estimated

Cowardin amount of Class of

Site number | Latitude | Longitude Class aquatic aquatic
resource in resource

review area
NJ-1 38.181364° | -85.88431%° N/A 41 linear feet Non-JD Stream
NJ-2 38.180049° | -85.879417° N/A 1,113 linear feet | Non-JD Stream

. . Non-JD

Wetland B 38.178883" | -85.878426 PEM1 0.135 acre Wetland
Wetland C 38.180083° | -85.882042 | PEM1 0.057 acre Non-JD
Wetland

Wetland D 38.18113° | 85.882013° | PEM!1 0.004 acre Non-JD
Wetland

Wetland E | 38.181295° | -85.884482° | PEM1 0.032 acre Non-JD
Wetland

Wetland F 38.180895° | -85.884588° | PEM1 0.111 acre Non-JD
Wetland

Wetland G | 38.180643° | -85.884758° | PEM1 0.027 acre Non-JD
Wetland

. . Non-JdD

Wetland N 38.17935" | -B5.884356 PEM1 0.008 acre Wetland
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MITIGATION STATEMENT

E.ON-US/LG&E CANE RUN POWER STATION
PROPOSED LANDFILL PROJECT

LOUISVILLE, JEFFERSON COUNTY, KENTUCKY

To mitigate for stream impacts incurred by the planned landfill project, E.ON-US/LG&E
proposes payment to the Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources In-Lieu Fee
(ILF} Program. The ILF for impacted streams was calculated using the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers’ Central Kentucky Stream Assessment Protocol at a cost of $120 per debit
($100/debit plus 20% for temporal loss. The total proposed payment into the ILF Program is
$304,740. See Tabie 5 for calculation details. Wetland impact (1.597 acre) will be mitigated
by the purchase of mitigation credits at a 1:1 ratio from the PTRL Mitigation Bank in Nelson
County, Kentucky.

Page 1 of 1



Table 5. In-Lieu Fee Calculation Table



iN-LIEU FEE CALCULATION TABLES

E.ON-US/LGXE Cane Run Pawer Statlon
Proposed Landfill Project
Loulsville, Jofterson County, Kantucky

TABLE 5. IN-LIEU FEE TABLE

- Befors Impact . - S - Impact .- After impact
Flow Regima Initial Average Area | Mitigation

Jwus! HUG 14 Watarshed Inltial Impact Deblt (fest| Predicted | Predlctad | Final | Final
tmpact ID Strearh Nume or Cowardin RBFID| RBP' of Impact Ratio Cradits | Balance (fast)

Stream 1D Boundary Class Area {acres) Score Quality” | Lenygth (faet) (acres} Muttiplier of acres) | RPB score | Quality |Lsngth| Ratio
Landiil Era | T MEER o1 40101320056 | Ephemeral 46 25 62 Paor 246 0.194 0.50 423 423,
Lantii g | UTTo MR Crock ] 5140101320050 | Ephemera) 02 2% 62 Poor ] 0.018 050 26 38
Larsdfil Bz [ UTTe MRk 5140101520050 | Epnemeral 8.2 1" 62 Paor 57 0.013 050 28 29
Landfil g | VTt RG] 01019200050 | Ephemeral 0.1 2 82 Paor % az2 0.50 48 48]
Landfil g4 | VT MR o a0101320056 | Ephemeral 18 2 62 Faor 543 0125 0.50 272 272
Landfil Ee | UTIE ML) 5140101320080 | Epnemeral o3 3 50 Poor 8 0.001 050 3 3
Landfil g7 | VT MOk ] 5140101520050 | Epnemeral 02 13 50 Poor 87 0018 0.50 m 44
Landful Eg u”%f;"““’" 5140101220050 | Ephemeral 0.8 15 42 Poor 139 0015 050 0 70
Larufil 1 UTto bl Crock | 51401320050 | intermittent 219 1 62 Poor 1084 0141 100 1094 1084
Landfil W UT o i Craek | seamionsznnso | iemermittant 143 12 62 Poor 523 0.036 1.00 523 523
% i o y Ephamenal Impact Tatal 1845 0.403 Total (+ I8 crudit, - 13 debit) -zsss.snl

Intarmittent Impact Total 1817 0137 In-Lisu Fan par Faot el

Parennial Impact Total ) 0.000 " T e
—TSTREAM TOTAL| 462 0540 STREAM IN-AIED FEE TUTAL 3304740

* Siream quaiity is bused upon the Rapid Bioassessment Protocot score. The siream quakty classification is bassd on tha scaring rangas for neadwatar streams in the Bluegrass
Region as defired in the Kentucky Divisian of Walar's document, "Methods for Assessing Biolegical Integrity of Surfacs Waters In Kanlucky”,
1 Jurisdictional Walers of the United States

2 Rapid Bioassessment Pralocol
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Threatened and Endangered Species
Correspondence

i. Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission
i. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
iii. Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources



i. Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission



Donaid S. Dott, Jr. Steven L. Beshear

Director Governor
Commonwealth of Kentncky
Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission
801 Schenket Lane
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-1403
502-573-2886 Voice
502-573-2355 Fax
October 8, 2008
Michael Frank
GAIl Consultants, Inc,
625 Eden Park Drive, Suite 520 Baldwin Building
Cincinnati, OH 45202
Data Request 09-037
Dear Mr. Frank:

This letter is in response to your data request of October 7, 2008 for the E.ON U.S/LG&E
Cane Run CCP Storage project. We have reviewed our Natural Heritage Program Database to
determine if any of the endangered, threatened, or special concern plants and animals or
exemplary natural communities monitored by the Kentucky State Nature Preserves Conomission
occur near the project area on the Lanesville and Louisville West USGS Quadrangles, as shown
on the map provided. Please see the attached reports for more information, which reflect analysis
of the project area with three buffers applied:

1-mile for all records — 3 records

5-mile for aquatic records — 17 records
5-mile for federally listed species - 7 records
10-mile for mammals and birds — 18 records

Kirtland’s snake {Clonophis kirtiandii, KSNPC Threatened, federal species of
management concern) formerly inhabited moist, grassy meadows and margins of wetlands in the
southern and western portions of Jefferson County. Today the species persists in relict
populations in minimally to moderately disturbed areas, mostly along stream drainages, but also
in higher spots relatively far from streams. These snakes are regularly encountered in residential
areas, mostly in grassy strips in floodplains, vacant lots, and similar sites where they find refuge
beneath debris and in crayfish burrows. Disturbance, most notably heavy construction, in these
habitats can potentially impact populations of the species.

Plethobasus cyphyus (Sheepnose, federal candidate, KSNPC endangered) may still persist
in the Ohio River in the vicinity of this project, even though the vast majority of occurrences for
aquatic organisms are from 1966 or earlier. This segment of the river has been severely impacted



Steven L. Beshear
Governor

Donald 8. Dott, Jr.
Director

Commonwealth of Kentucky

Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission
801 Schenkel Lane
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-1403
502-573-2886 Vaice
502-573-2355 Fax

by poltutants from Louisville and upriver. Although river quality is improving many of these
organisms apparently have been extirpated from the area.

Orconectes jeffersoni (Louisville crayfish, KSNPC endangered, USFWS Species of
Management Concern) is globally ranked as critically imperiled because it is endemic to several
drainages in urban areas of Jefferson, Bullitt and Oldham counties, Kentucky. Aquatic species in
the area are sensitive to increased turbidity, sediment and other adverse influences on water
quality, Qur data are not sufficient to guarantee absence of endangered, threatened or sensitive
species from the sites of proposed construction disturbance. We recommend that impacted
streams be thoroughly surveyed by a qualified biologist prior to any in-stream disturbance.

Falco peregrinus (Peregrine Falcon, KSNPC endangered, federal species of management
concern) typically nests on rocky cliffs, bluffs, or dirt banks. Ideal locations include undisturbed
areas with a wide view, near water, and close to plentiful prey. Substitute man-made sites include
tall buildings, bridges, rock quarries, and raised platforms.

Tyto alba (Barn Owl, KSNPC special concern) can be found in hollow trees, old buildings,
barns, silos and other abandoned structures. Before demolition of existing structures, it should be
determined that these birds are not present,

I would like to take this opportunity to remind you of the terms of the data request license,
which you agreed upon in order to submit your request. The license agreement states "Data and data
products received from the Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission, including any portion
thereof, may not be reproduced in any form or by any means without the express written
authorization of the Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission.” The exact location of plants,
animals, and natural communities, if released by the Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission,
may not be released in any document or correspondence. These products are provided on a
temporary basis for the express project (described above) of the requester, and may not be
redistributed, resold or copied without the written permission of the Kentucky State Nature Preserves
Commission's Data Manager (801 Schenkel Lane, Frankfort, KY, 40601. Phone: (502) 573-2886).

Please note that the quantity and quality of data collected by the Kentucky Natural Heritage
Program are dependent on the research and observations of many individuals and organizations. In
most cases, this information is not the result of comprehensive or site-specific field surveys; many



Steven L. Beshear
Governor

Donald S. Dott, Jr.
Director

Commonwealth of Kentucky
Kentucky State Nature Preserves Commission
801 Schenkel Lane
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601-1463
502-573-2886 Voice
502-573-2355 Fax

natural areas in Kentucky have never been thoroughly surveyed, and new plants and animals are still
being discovered. For these reasons, the Kentucky Natural Heritage Program cannot provide a
definitive statement on the presence, absence, or condition of biological elements in any part of
Kentucky. Heritage reports summarize the existing information known to the Kentucky Natural
Heritage Program at the time of the request regarding the biological elements or locations in
question. They should never be regarded as final statements on the elements or areas being consid-
ered, nor should they be substituted for on-site surveys required for environmental assessments. We
would greatly appreciate receiving any pertinent information obtained as a result of on-site surveys.

If you have any questions or if I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact

me.
Sincerely,
Sara Hines
Data Manager
SLD/SGH

Enclosures:  Data Report and Interpretation Key



ii. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service



United States Department of the Interior ﬁﬂﬁﬁ»wﬂj

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE Oet 2 T 0%
Keatucky Ecological Services Field Office )
330 West Broadway, Suits 265
Franifort, Kentucky 40601
(502) 695-0468

October 24, 2008
Mr. Mike Frank
GAI Consultants
625 Eden Park Drive, Suite 250
Cincinnati, OH 45202

Subject: FWS 2009-B-0059 'I‘llreatened and endnngercd speciss information rcqucst for Cane
Run Generating Station, Jefferson County, Kenticky:

Desar Mr, Frank:

Thenk you for the correspondence dated October 7, 2008 regarding the E.ON U.S./Louisville
Gas and Electric Company’s plan to develop a long-term plan for the storage of coal combustion
produsts produced at the Cane Run Generating Station. According to the provided information,
theproposedpro;ectmllweuhmﬂ:coonstmcuouofaspecialwastelandﬁll(orlmpouhdmexﬁ)
at the Cane Run facility. _ ) ,

Fish and Wildlife Sefvice (Service) personnel h&ve :’eviewd‘ﬂm‘ﬁﬁvided, mfo:maﬁon sind offer
the following comments. Because there were no habitat descriptions included in the
correspondence for the proposed project, the Service cammot make site-specific
recommendstions, However, the Service has compiled a list of federally listed and federal
candidate species that are known to occur or have the potential to occur within the aréa of
concern.

Commgon Name Scientific Name . . . F tus
Indiana bat Myoris sodalls . endangered
Gray bat Mywtis grisescens endangered

.Several listed mussels species are known or have the potential to occur within the Chio River in

Jefferson County, but as this project does not propose any river impacts, these do not need to be
considered. Should the scope of the project change, please contact our office for a revised
species list.

Please note that collection records available to the Service may not be all-in¢lusive. " ‘Our
database is a. compllauon of collection records made avsiluble by various individuals and
resource agencics, This information is seldom based on comprehensive surveys of ail potential
habitats and does not necessarily provide concluswe evidence ﬂJat protected spemu ‘afe prebent



or absent &t 2 specific locality. If additionel assistance is needed in determining if the proposed
proli;:uclt may unpact a federally listed species, we recommend that you contact ws for further
consultation.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this ection. If you have any questions regardin
. p d i reg g
the information provided, please contact Jennifer Garland at (502) 695-0468 (ext.115).

Sincerely,

awﬁh Lol

irgil Lee Andrews, Jr.
Ficld Supervisor



ii. Kentucky Department of Fish and Wildlife Resources



KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF FISH & WILDLIFE RESOURCES
TOURISM, ARTS, AND HERITAGE CABINET

Steven L. Beshear #1 Sportsman's Lane Marcheta Sparrow
Governor Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 Secretary
Phone (502} 564-3400

1-800-858-1549 Dr. Jonathan W. Gassett
Fax {502) 564-0506 Commissioner
fw.ky.gov

November 13, 2008

Michael Frank

GA! Consultants, Inc.

625 Eden Park Drive - Suijte 520
Cincinnati, OH 45202

RE: Coal Combustion Product Storage Project for the Cane Run Generating Station
Dear Mr. Frank:

The Kentucky Department of Figh and Wildlife Resources (KDFWR) have received your reguest for the above-referenced
information, The Kentucky Fish and Wildlife Information System (KFWIS) indicate that the federally endangered gray bat, Myoris
grisescens and Indiana bat, Myotls sodalis are known to occur within close proximity to the project area. Please be aware that our
database sysiem is a dynamic one that only represents our current knowledge of the various species distributions.

¢  The Indiana bat utilizes a wide array of habitats, including riparian forests, upland forest, and fencerows for both summer
foraging and roosting habitat. Indiana bats typicaily roost under exfoliating bark, in cavities of dead and live trees, and in
snags (i.c., dead trees or dead portions of live trees). Trees in excess of 16 inches diameter at breast height (DBH) are
considered optimal for matemity colony roosts, but frees in excess of 9 inches DBH appear to provide suitable maternity
roosting habitat. Removal of suitable Indiana bat roost trees due to construction of the proposed project should be completed
between October 15 and March 31 in order to avoid impacting summer roosting Indiana bats.

« To minimize impacts to aquatic resources and bat foraging areas, strict erosion control measures should be developed and
implemented prior to construction to minimize siltation into streams located within the project area. Such erosion control
measures may include, but are not limited to siit fences, staked straw bales, brush barriers, sediment basins, and diversion
ditches. Erosion control measures will need to be installed prior to construction and should be inspected and repaired
regularly as needed.

For more information on how to proceed with the federatly listed threatened/endangered species please contact the US Fish and
Wildlife Service Kentucky Field Office at (502) 695-0468.

1t appears that the proposed project has the petential to impact wetland habitats. KDFWR recommends that you look at the
appropriate US Department of Interior National Wetland Inventory Map (NWI) and the appropriate county soil surveys to determine
where the proposed project may impact wetlands. Additionally, field verification may be needed to determine the extent and quality
of wetland habitats within the project area. Any planning should include measures designed to eliminate and/or reduce impacts to
wetland habitats. If impacts cannot be avoided, mitigation should be properly designed and proposed to offset the losscs. KDFWR
will recommend, at a minimum, a 2:1 mitigation ratio for any permanent loss or degradation of wetland habitats.

KentuckyUnbricledSpirit.com KUNIR!DLI.’D SPIRIT An Equal Opportunity Employer MF/D



KDFWR recommends that you contact the appropriate US Armmy Corps of Engineers office and the Kentucky Division of Water prior
to any work within the waterways or wetland habitats of Kentucky. Additionally, KDFWR recommends the following for the portions
of the project that impact streams:

Channel changes located within the project area should incorporate natural stream channef design.

If culverts are used, the culvert should he designed to allow the passage of aquatic organisms.

Culverts should be designed so that degradation upstream and downsiream of the culvert does not occur.
Development/excavation during low flow period to minimize disturbances,

Proper placement of erosion control structures below highly disturbed areas to minimize eniry of silt into arca streams.
Replanting of disturbed areas after construction, including stream banks, with native vegetation for soil stabilization and
enhancetent of fish and wildlife populations. We recommend a 100 foot forested buffer along each stream bank.
Return all disturbed instream habitat ta a stable condition upon completion of construction in the arca.

Preservation of any tree canopy overhanging any streams within the project ares.

I hope this information proves helpful to you. If you have any questions or require additionat information, please call me at (300)
852-0942 Exteasion 4472.

Sincerely,

Doug Dawson
Wildlife Biologist I11

Kentuckiy

KentuckyUnbridledSpirit.com UNBRIDLED SPIRIT kP o An Equal Opportunity Employer M/IF/D
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A Cultural Resource Survey for a Borrow Area, Settling Ponds, and Flyash
Storage Area at the LG&E Cane Run Generating Plant in Jefferson County,
Kentucky
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ABSTRACT

On August 10, 11, and 12, 2009, Cultural Resource Analysts, Inc., personnel completed a cultural
resource survey of a proposed borrow area, settling ponds, and flyash storage area in Jefferson
County, Kentucky. The survey was conducted at the request of Stephen Hall of Stantec Consulting,
Inc. The project area consisted of two parcels on either bank of Mill Creek Cutoff: an open field of
low grass and weeds in the south and a lightly forested area with moderate undergrowth in the north.
The project area was located on the property of the Louisville Gas and Electric Cane Run Generating
Plant along the Ohio River approximately 1.3 km (.8 mi) southwest of the community of Riverside
Gardens. The entire 55.2-ha (136.4-acre) project area was surveyed.

Prior to the field survey, a records review was conducted at the Office of State Archaeology. The
review indicated that no previous archaeological surveys had been conducted and no archaeological
sites had been previously recorded within the project area. A review of historic maps showed that
three structures were located within, or directly adjacent to, the project area in 1950, but no structures
were shown within the project area on later maps.

The field investigation consisted of intensive pedestrian survey supplemented by screened shovel
tests, auger testing, and backhoe trenching. All shovel tests indicated extensive disturbance to the
soils due to historic and modern land use. Auger and backhoe testing also indicated extensive
disturbance to both parcels of the project area. :

One archaeological site (15Jf763) was documented during the survey. The site was located at the
end of a dead-end road depicted on topographic maps dating between 1912 and 1951. Site 15J£763
consisted of a moderately low density scatter of artifacts dating to the early to middle twentieth
century. All of the artifacts from 15Jf763 were found on the surface. No cultural materials were found
in shovel tests, and there was no evidence of intact subsurface remains, intact architectural structures,
or archaeological features.

Because of the paucity of materials and the lack of integrity, 15Jf763 is recommended as not
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. No sites listed in, or eligible for, the National
Register of Historic Places will be affected by the proposed project, and cultural resource clearance is
recommended.
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l. INTRODUCTION

n August 10, 11, and 12, 2009, Cultural

Resource Analysts, Inc. (CRA), personnel
completed a phase I cultural resource survey
of a proposed borrow area, settling ponds, and
flyash storage area at the Louisville Gas and
Electric (LG&E) Cane Run Generating Station
in western Jefferson County, Kentucky. The
project area was adjacent to the Ohio River
just west of Louisville, Kentucky (Figure 1).
The survey was conducted at the request of
Stephen Hall of Stantec Constulting, Inc., and
the survey area covered approximately 55.2 ha
(136.4 acres). Fieldwork for the project was
completed by Russell Quick, David
Stephenson, Lisa Kelley, and Michael Curren
in approximately 104 person hours. Office of
State  Archaeology (OSA) Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) data requested by
CRA on July 13, 2009, was returned on July
20, 2009. The results were researched by
Heather Barras of CRA at the OSA on July 21,
2009. The OSA project registration number is
FY10_6083. The scope of work is included as
Appendix A.

Outer Bluegrass
¥ Purchase
_iwestem Pennyroyal

Purpose of the Study

The study was conducted to comply with
Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. This project requires a
Section 404 permit under the Clean Water Act
from the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) or is federally funded,
and is therefore considered an undertaking
subject to Section 106 review.

The purpose of this assessment was to 1)
locate, describe, evaluate, and to make
appropriate recommendations for the future
treatment of any historic or prehistoric
archeological properties that may have been
threatened by proposed construction activities
and 2) to assess the potential for archeological
sites requiring preservation in place. For the
purposes of this assessment, a site was defined
as “any location where human behavior has
resulted in the deposition of artifacts, or other
evidence of purposive behavior at least 50
years of age” (Sanders 2001:8). Cultural
deposits less than 50 years of age were not
considered to be sites in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior's “Standards and
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation” (National Park Service 1983).

N

Physiographic Regions Jefferson County <$>

£ eastern Coal Field

Figure 1. Map of Kentucky showing the location of Jefferson County.



A description of the project area, the field
methods used, and the results of this
investigation follow. The report is intended to
conform to the Specifications for Conducting
Fieldwork and Preparing Cultural Resource
Assessment Reports (Sanders 2001).

Project Description

The project consists of a proposed 55.2-ha
(136.4-acre) borrow area, settling ponds, and
flyash storage area. LG&E is proposing to
initially borrow clay-bearing soils and sands
from two locations in order to cap existing
flyash storage mounds. These borrow pits will
eventually become storage areas themselves.
The project area is located in western
Jefferson County approximately 1.3 km (.8
mi) southwest of the community of Riverside
Gardens along the Ohio River (Figures 2 and
3). The project area consisted of two parcels
on either bank of Mill Creek Cutoff, formerly
known as Big Cane Run. The southern parcel
consisted of an open field of grass and weeds.
The northern parcel consisted of a wooded
area with numerous ATV trails and dirt roads.

Summary of Findings

No previously recorded sites were
identified within the project area in the OSA
file search. One archaeological site (15Jf763)
was recorded during the current cultural
resource survey. The archaeological site
consisted of a moderate scatter of historic
household items and structural materials
dating to the early to mid-twentieth century.
The site was located adjacent to the terminus
of a dead-end road depicted on topographic
maps dating between 1912 and 1951. Two
structures were depicted on a 1950 quadrangle
map in close proximity to the historic artifact
scatter (United States Geological Survey
[USGS] 1950). One of these structures may
have been the source of the materials found at
Site 15J£763.

All archaeological remains were found on
the surface, and no evidence was found for
intact subsurface remains, structures, or
archaeological features. Because of the
paucity of artifacts and the lack of integrity,

Site 15Jf763 is recommended not eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). No sites listed in, or eligible for, the
NRHP will be affected by the proposed
project. Cultural resource clearance is
therefore recommended for the project.

Il. ENVIRONMENTAL
SETTING

Physiography

Jefferson County is almost entirely
situated in the Outer Bluegrass physiographic
region of Kentucky. The southwest portion of
the county is located within the Knobs
physiographic region adjacent to Muldraugh
Hill. The extreme eastern part of Jefferson
County is rolling to hilly, while the central and
northern parts are a tableland of low relief
{McGrain and Currens 1978:41).

Undulating to rolling ridgetops and short,
hilly sideslopes generally characterize the
Outer Bluegrass physiographic region. The
tableland area occupies the largest part of the
county. This area is essentially a gently
southwestward sloping surface from a high of
241 m (790 ft) above mean sea level (AMSL)
on the east to 152 m (500 ft) AMSL at the foot
of the knobs in the southwest part of the
county.

The geologic formations specific to the
Outer Bluegrass are the limestones, calcareous
shales, and siltstones of the Fairview
Formation of the Ordovician period. The
major hydrologic feature of the county is the
Ohio River and its tributaries (Zimmerman
1966).

The area is located within the Ohio River
drainage system (Figure 4). Floyds Fork,
Harrods Creek, Goose Creek, and numerous
small streams drain the county. Garrison Ditch
and Mill Creek Cutoff drain the project area.
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Soils

Seven soil associalions have been mapped
in Jefferson County. A group of
geographically related soils that form a fairly
definite pattern is called a soil association.
Soils found in one asseciation can occur in
other scil associations in different patterns.
Maosl of the soils in  lefferson County
developed from leess that was deposited on
limestone bedrock (Zimmerman 1966:2, 129).

Wheeling-Weinbach-Humingion
association soils are level to sloping soils on
terraces and boitoms along the Ohio River.
Memphis-Lering-Zanesville association soils
are sloping 1o sieep soils on loess-capped hills
of sandstone and shale. Zipp-Robertsville
assaciation soils are poorly drained soils of the
slack-water flats. Westmoreland-Litz-
Muskingum soils are steep. shallow soils on
the Knob Hills and sloping. colluvial soils on
footslopes. Russellville-Crider-Dickson
association  soils  are  well  drained  or
moderately well drained soils over limestone
on uplands. Crider-Corydon association soils
are level 1o sloping on broad ridges and steep.

v ]

shallow seils over limestone on  hillsides.
Beasley-Fatrmount-Russellville  association
soils are gently sloping or sloping on narrow
ridges and strongly sioping or steep. shallow
soils over limestone on hillsides (Zimmerman
1966:2-71.

The Wheeling-Weinbach-Huntinglon
association is dominant in the western partion
of Jefferson County and is the only association
represented in  the current project area
{Zimmerman 1966:CGeneral Scil Map). Every
major soil series  within the project area
arranged by taxonomic class (subgroup)
represented within this association is described
in more  dJdetail  below. The loilowing
descriplions were taken {rom the United States
Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources
Conservation  Service Official Soil Series
Descriptions (Soil Survey Statf 2009} unless
otherwise noted.

Three quarters of the project area
consisted ol soils modified by human activity.
These include areas of Dump/Ash “soils,”
Urban Land soils. and Urban Land-Udorthents
complex soils. Those areas of the current
power plant where coal is stored or where



flyash is processed into environmentally
acceptable fill are classified as dump/ash
“soils.” Urban Land soils have often been
disturbed by repeated use and may contain
building rubble, scrap metal, and other
contaminants. These soils are found within the
project area under parking lots and driveways
(Soil Survey Staff 2009).

Urban Land-Udorthents complex soils
make up the largest percentage of soils in the
project area (51 percent). These soils are
found on slopes ranging from 0 to 12 percent.
The depth to the water table in these soils
ranges from 30 to 122 cm (12 to 48 in). The
presence of these soils is indicative of
extensive human modification of the
landscape from, for example, logging, mining,
or earth moving. Nearly the entire northern
parcel of the project area is mapped as
Udorthents soils, probably as a result of the
removal of soil for the construction of the
levee system along the Ohio River (Soil
Survey Staff 2009).

Otwood series soils (Oxyaquic
Fragiudalfs) consist of very deep, moderately
well drained soils with a fragipan. This series
is found on nearly level to moderately steep
stream and river terraces. The soil formed ina
mixture of loess and silty alluvium and the
underlying residuum of shale, siltstone,
sandstone, or limestone (Soil Survey Staff
2009).

Robertsville soils (Typic Fragiaqualfs) are
typically late Pleistocene in age and are found
on stream terraces and concave upland areas
that are succeptible to ponding. Slopes range
from O to 2 percent. These soils developed in
old mixed alluvium or colluvium derived from
limestone, sandstone, siltstone, shale, or loess.
Robertsville soils have an Eg horizon formed
by the leaching of silicate clay, iron, and
aluminum due to wetness. Robertsville soils
are typically found forested or can be used for
agriculture if sufficiently drained (Soil Survey
Staff 2009).

Sciotoville soils (Aquic Fragiudalfs) are
likely late Pleistocene in age and commonly
have redoximorphic features within the soil
profile and a fragipan below an argillic or

cambic horizon (Soil Survey Staff 1999:202).
These soils formed on stream terraces from
acid silty old alluvium derived from shale,
micaceous  sandstone, and  quartzite.
Sciotoville soils are typically used for
agriculture (Soil Survey Staff 2009).

The Weinbach series (Aeric Fragiaqualfs)
consists of deep, somewhat poorly drained,
very slowly permeable soils with fragipans
formed in old acid alluvium of stratified silt
loam, silty clay loam, and loam with some
sand in the underlying materials (Soil Survey
Staff 2009). These soils are on terraces and
slopes and typically have a dark grayish brown
(10YR 4/2) silt loam A-horizon over a brown
(10YR 5/3) silt loam E-horizon that has faint
light brownish gray (10YR 6/2) mottles. The
fragipan (Btx-hrizon) is typically at a depth of
23 inches and is characterized by light
brownish gray (10YR 6/2) silty clay loam
(10YR 6/2), silty clay loam with many distinct
coarse dark brown (10YR 4/3) mottles, and
few black (10YR 2/1) accumulations of iron
and manganese oxides. Weinbach soils are
also likely late Pleistocene aged outwash
deposits found on terrace slopes that were
previously wooded (Soil Survey Staff
1999:181).

Wheeling series soils (Ultic Hapludalfs)
are found on landforms dating to the late
Pleistocene (Soil Survey Staff 1999:208).
Slopes range from 0 to 55 percent based on
landform but are typically from 0 to 8 percent.
These soils are very deep and well drained.
They formed in the late Pleistocene on river
terraces in silty or loamy alluvium. Many
areas of Wheeling soil are used for industrial
and residential sites along the Ohio River. The
final soil in the project area, Urban Land-Alfic
Udarents-Wheeling complex, is a combination
of Wheeling, Urban Land, and soils that have
been modified by mining or earth moving
(Soil Survey Staff 2009).

Soil Series Geomorphology, Age, and
Archaeological Potential
The soil series are classified by the

amount of time it has taken them to form and
the landscape position they are found on (Soil



Survey Staff 1999). This information can
provide a relative age of the soils and can
express the potential for buried archaeological
deposits within them (Stafford 2004). The soil
order and group classifications for each soil
series are used to assist with determining this
potential.

Otwood, Robertsville, Sciotoville, Urban
Land-Alfic  Udarents-Wheeling  complex,
Weinbach, and Wheeling series soils are
classified as Alfisols. This class of soils
developed on late-Pleistocene deposits or
older surfaces (Soil Survey Staff 1999). Due
to their acidity, uncalcified faunal remains are
unlikely to be preserved in Alfisols for long
periods. However, Alfisols may contain intact
archaeological deposits very near or on the
ground surface, depending upon the landform
on which they formed (e.g., sideslope vs.
ridgetop).

The Urban land-Udorthents series soils are
classified as Entisols. These are soils that
formed very recently in unconsolidated parent
material and that do not have diagnostic
horizons except an A horizon (Soil Survey
Staff 1999). Because of their recent age,
Entisols rarely have buried and intact
archaeological deposits.

As noted, the majority of the project area
had been previously disturbed by human
activities, including earth removal, logging,
and the creation of a flood wall, large drainage
basins, and ditches for water control. Even
those areas that were mapped as potentially
having archaeological resources were heavily
disturbed. In most cases, the topsoil had been
destroyed all the way to the subsoil (C
horizon), which was exposed at the surface.

Climate

The climate in this area of Kentucky is
continental in character, and temperature and
precipitation levels fluctuate widely. The
prevailing winds are westerly; therefore, most
of the storms cross the state in a west to east
pattern. Low-pressure storms that originate in
the Gulf of Mexico and move in a
northeasterly direction across Kentucky
contribute the greater proportion of

precipitation received by the state. Warm,
moist, tropical air masses from the Gulf
predominate during the summer months when
humidity levels also remain quite high. As
storms move through the state, occasional hot
and cold periods of short duration may be
experienced. During the spring and fall, storm
systems tend to be less severe and have a
smaller frequency, resulting in less radical
extremes in temperature and rainfall
(Anderson 1975).

Based on records kept in Louisville, the
average daily maximum temperature in
January is 43.5 degrees Fahrenheit, whereas
the average daily minimum temperature is
25.5 degrees Fahrenheit. The average
temperature range for July is a maximum of
88.5 degrees Fahrenheit and a minimum of
65.5 degrees Fahrenheit. Precipitation levels
indicate an average range of approximately
5.71 cm (2.25 in) for October to 11.66 cm
(4.59 in) for March (Zimmerman 1966:132).

Prehistoric Climate

Climatic conditions during the terminal
Pleistocene and Holocene ages represent a
series of transitions in temperature, rainfall,
and seasonal patterns (Anderson 2001;
Niquette and Donham 1985:6-8; Shane et al.
2001). These transitions created a wide range
of ecological variation, which altered survival
strategies of human populations. One can posit
a link between certain climatic events and the
development of prehistoric cultures in the
eastern woodlands of North America
(Anderson 2001). Human responses to
environmental factors are varied though, and
not all cultural change was “determined” by
climatic events.

The Wisconsin glacial maximum occurred
approximately 21,400 years B.P., or 18,000
radiocarbon years before present (rcbp)
(Anderson 2001; Delcourt and Delcourt 1987).
The landscape at that time was quite different
from that of today. Much of the mid-continent
consisted of periglacial tundra dominated by
boreal conifer and jack-pine forests. Sea levels
were approximately 100 m (328 ft) below
present levels, and because so much water was
contained by the glaciers, the coastal plains



were approximately twice the size they are
today (Anderson 2001:152). During the
Wisconsin glacial epoch, eastern North
America was populated by a variety of faunal
species, including megafaunal taxa such as
mastodon, mammoth, saber-toothed tiger, and
Pleistocene horse, as well as by modern taxa
such as white-tailed deer, raccoon, and rabbit.

A general warming trend and concomitant
glacial retreat was under way by circa 15,000
B.P. (Anderson 2001; Shane 1994). After
14,000 B.P., the boreal forest gave way to a
mixed conifer/northern hardwoods forest
complex. By 10,000 B.P., southern Indiana
was probably on the northern fringes of
expanding deciduous forests (Delcourt and
Delcourt 1987:92-98). Pollen records from the
Gallipolis Lock and Dam on the Ohio River
near Putnam County, West Virginia, reveal
that all the important arboreal taxa of mixed
mesophytic forest had arrived in the region by
9000-8500 B.P. (Fredlund 1989:23). Reidhead
(1984:421) indicates that the generalized
hardwood forests were well established in
southeastern Indiana and southwest Ohio by
about 8200 B.P.

Prior to approximately 13,450 B.P.,
conditions were harsh but capable of
supporting human populations. It now appears
that some people inhabited North America at
this time (Adovasio et al. 1998; Dillehay
1997, McAvoy and McAvoy 1997).
Populations were probably small, scattered,
and not reproductively viable (Anderson
2001). The Inter-Allerod Cold Period, circa
13,450-12,900 B.P, witnessed the spread of
Clovis populations across the continent
(Anderson 2001). This period was followed by
the rapid onset of a cooling event known as
the Younger Dryas, during which megafauna
species became extinct, vegetation changed
dramatically, and temperature fluctuated
dramatically. The Younger Dryas
corresponded with the end of the Clovis
culture, which gave way to a variety of
subregional cultures across eastern North
America. The rapid climate change, perhaps as
short as 1040 years, may have been a factor
in this settlement shift.

The beginning of the Holocene age (circa
11,300-12,700 B.P.) is associated with rapidly
warming temperatures, decreases in cloud
cover, and generalized landscape instability
(Delcourt 1979:270; Webb and Bryson
1972:107). Temperature increases during this
period are estimated to have been three times
greater than later Holocene fluctuations (Webb
and Bryson 1972:107). During the early
Holocene, rapid increases in boreal plant
species occurred on the Allegheny Plateau in
response to the retreat of the Laurentide ice
sheet from the continental United States
(Maxwell and  Davis 1972:517-519;
Whitehead 1973:624). At lower elevations,
deciduous species were returning after having
migrated to southern Mississippi Valley
refugia during the Wisconsin advances
(Delcourt and Delcourt 1981:147). The
climate during the early Holocene was
considerably cooler than the modern climate,
and extant species in upper altitude zones of
the Allegheny Plateau reflect conditions
similar to the Canadian boreal forest region
(Klippel and Parmalee 1982; Maxwell and
Davis 1972:515-516). Conditions at lower
elevations were less severe and favored the
transition from boreal to mixed mesophytic
species. At Cheek Bend Cave in the Nashville
Basin, an assemblage of small animals from
the Late Pleistocene confirms the
environmental changes that took place during
the Pleistocene to Holocene transition, and the
resulting extinction of Pleistocene megafauna
and establishment of modern fauna in this area
(Klippel and Parmalee 1982).

Traditionally, Middle Holocene (circa
8900-5700 B.P./8000-5000 rcbp) climate
conditions were thought to be consistently
dryer and warmer than the present (Delcourt
1979:271; Klippel and Parmalee 1982; Wright
1968). In this model, the influx of westerly
winds during the Hypsithermal climatic
episode contributed to periods of severe
moisture stress in the Prairie Peninsula and to
an eastward advance of prairie vegetation
(Wright 1968). Prairies expanded in central
Indiana between 8000 and 7000 B.P. (Webb et
al. 1983). Pollen data from Hamilton and
Marion counties in central Indiana indicate an



oak/hickory dominance of the forest complex
and warm, dry conditions sometime after
about 8000 B.P. (Engelhardt 1960, 1965).

More recent research (Anderson 2001;
Shane et al. 2001:32-33) suggests that the
Middle Holocene was marked by considerable
local climatic variability. Paleoclimatic data
indicate a period of more pronounced
seasonality characterized by warmer summers
and cooler winters. This evidence is supported
by ice core data that show no appreciable
decrease in continental ice volume, which
would be expected with an increase in global
temperature (Hu et al. 1999). However, Webb
et al.’s (1983) hypothesis of increased aridity
during this period is still valid for much of the
region. Delcourt (1979:274) identified Middle
Holocene moisture stress along the
Cumberland Plateau in Tennessee.
Paleoecological data indicate that xeric
conditions were not as extreme in this area as
in the Midwest, where a considerable advance
of prairie vegetation occurred. In fact, because
of shifting tropical air masses, the southern
and central Appalachians may have
experienced increased precipitation at this
time (Delcourt and Delcourt 1997).

The Hypsithermal episode probably
influenced adaptive strategies at this time.
Stafford (1994) suggests that changing
vegetation resulted in heterogeneous upland
resource availability in southern Indiana. In
this model, the patchy resource base was
exploited through a logistical collector
strategy, a change from the generalized
foraging of the preceding period. In the
southeast, the increased seasonal extremes,
expansion of pine forests at the expense of
oaks, and increasingly xeric conditions
probably caused significant social stress to
Middle Archaic populations. This stress may
have been ameliorated by the consolidation of
peoples into riparian settings where hardwood
forests persisted (Anderson 2001).

The earliest distinguishable Late Holocene
climatic episode began circa 5000 B.P. and
ended around 3000 B.P. This episode is
associated with the establishment of
essentially = modern  deciduous  forest

communities in the southern highlands and
increased precipitation across most of the mid-
continental United States (Delcourt 1979:270;
Maxwell and Davis 1972:517-519; Shane et
al. 2001; Warren and O'Brien 1982:73).
Changes in local and extra-local forests after
about 4800 B.P. may also have been the result
of anthropogenic influences. Fredlund
(1989:23) reports that the Gallipolis pollen
record showed increasing local disturbance of
the vegetation from circa 4800 B.P. to the
present, a disturbance that may have been
associated with the development and
expansion of horticulture activity. Based on a
study of pollen and wood charcoal from the
Cliff Palace Pond in Jackson County,
Kentucky, Delcourt and Delcourt (1997:35-
36) recorded the replacement of a red cedar—
dominated forest with a forest dominated by
fire-tolerant taxa (oaks and chestnuts) around
3000 B.P. The change is associated with
increased local wildfires (both natural and
culturally augmented) and coincided with
increases in cultural utilization of upland
(mountain) forests.

Beginning around 2800 B.P., generally
warm conditions, probably similar to those of
the twentieth century, prevailed until the onset
of the Neo-Boreal episode, or Little Ice Age,
around 700 B.P. Despite this trend, brief
climatic fluctuations occurred during this
period. Some of these fluctuations have been
associated with adaptive shifts in midwestern
prehistoric subsistence and settlement systems.
For example, the Middle Woodland
Hopewellian florescence is  temporally
correlated with the relatively mild sub-Atlantic
climatic episode (Griffin 1961). Likewise, the
culture’s decline corresponds roughly to the
Vandal Minimum (circa A.D. 400-800), a
period of global temperature decline. Struever
and Vickery (1973) suggest a possible
correlation between the onset of a cooler,
moister period (circa 1600 B.P.) and increased
use of Polygonum by Late Woodland groups
in the Midwest (Struever and Vickery
1973:1215-1216). During this same period
(1600—1300 B.P.), warmer temperatures have
been inferred for the Great Plains and dryer
conditions for the Upper Great Lakes



(Baerreis et al. 1976; Warren and O'Brien
1982). Other fluctuations during the Late
Holocene are similarly non-uniform across the
mid-continental United States; however, the
interfaces of all fluctuations are generally
consistent. Local paleoecological evidence is
required to determine the kinds of climatic
fluctuations Woodland populations
experienced during the Pacific episode. Given
evidence of fluctuations elsewhere, changes
most likely occurred circa 1700 B.P., 1300
B.P., and 900 B.P., with a possible earlier
change around 2300 B.P.

Studies of historic weather patterns and
tree-ring data by Fritts et al. (1979) have
indicated that climatological averages are
“unusually mild” when compared to
seventeenth- to nineteenth-century trends
(Fritts et al. 1979:18). The study suggests that
winters were generally colder, weather
anomalies were more common, and unusually
severe winters were more frequent between
AD. 1602 and A.D. 1899 than after A.D.
1900. Cooler, moister conditions are
associated with the Neo-Boreal episode, which
began around 700 B.P. and coincided with
minor glacial advances in the northwest and
Europe (Denton and Karlen 1973; Warren and
O'Brien 1982:73). This episode is viewed by
Warren and O'Brien as a causal factor in
vegetation pattern shifts in northeast Missouri
(Warren and O'Brien 1982:74-76).
Fluctuations in the Neo-Boreal episode appear
to have varied locally (Baerreis et al. 1976:50-
52; Warren and O'Brien 1982:73).

The effects of the Neo-Boreal episode,
which ended during the mid- to late-nineteenth
century, have not been studied in detail for this
region. It appears that the area experienced
less radical temperature decreases during the
Late Neo-Boreal than did the upper Midwest
and northern Plains (Fritts et al. 1979), so it
follows that related changes in extant
vegetation would be more difficult to detect. It
is probably safe to assume that average
temperatures were at least a few degrees
cooler during the late Prehistoric and early
Historic periods. The frequency of severe
winters and average winter precipitation were
probably greater as well. Several scholars
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(e.g., Anderson 2001; Griffin 1961; Grove
1988) have observed that the beginning of the
Little Ice Age disrupted prehistoric cultures in
the Eastern Woodlands. Anderson (2001:166)
relates the agricultural difficulties brought on
by the climatic downturn to “increased
warfare and settlement nucleation, and

decreased long distance exchange and
monumental construction.”
Vegetation

The Outer Bluegrass physiographic

province is located within the Western
Mesophytic Forest (Braun 1950:146). The
major vegetation types in this region form a
complex mosaic strongly influenced by
underlying geologic strata. This is in strong
contrast to the situation in the Mixed
Mesophytic Forest to the east. Forests in the
Bluegrass are generally less luxuriant than
those in the Appalachian Plateau and have a
greater tendency towards dominance of a few
species (Braun 1950:122-123).

The transition from extensive, mixed
mesophytic communities in the far eastern part
of the state to extensive oak and oak-hickory
communities in central and western Kentucky
is well marked, despite the more generalized
mosaic pattern and the presence of large
prairie areas (Braun 1950:123). While old
forest trees remain on large estates, there are
no extensive areas of original vegetation
outside of the river gorges in the Bluegrass,
and it is impossible to reconstruct a picture of
the original forest conditions (Braun
1950:125). Beech trees are not represented
naturally in the Inner Bluegrass forest;
however, beech trees are part of the forested
areas in the Outer Bluegrass. The Western
Mesophytic Forest is dominated by oak and
hickory, but a wide variety of other species are
represented.

Description of the
Project Area

The center of the project area was located
approximately 729 m (2,392 ft) north-
northeast of the intersection of KY 1934 (Cane
Run Road) and Lower Hunters Trace near the



community of Riverside Gardens 1,319 m
(4,327 ft) southwest of the intersection of Camp
Ground Road and Lees Lane and 600 m (1,969
ft) due east from the guard house at the LG&E
Cane Run Generating Plant. Elevations in the
project area ranged from 121 m (397 ft) to 140
m (459 ft). The topography was generally flat,
but it sloped steeply near drainages. The project
area was split into two parcels by Mill Creek
Cutoff. The northern parcel was bounded on the
northwest by a dike and on the southeastern
edge by a tributary of Mill Creek. The southern
parcel was bounded on the southeastern edge
by Garrison Ditch, a man-made water control
feature, and on the northwest by the power
plant itself.

Soils within the project area were highly
disturbed, primarily due to the construction of
flood control features and industrial activities.
A typical soil profile consisted of a shallow Ap
horizon of dark brown (10YR 3/3) clay loam to
a depth of 2-10 cm bgs followed by a subsoil
of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) silty clay loam.

Vegetation within the proposed project area
consisted of forest in the northern parcel and
fields of knee-high grasses and weeds in the

“southern parcel (Figures 5 and 6). Exposed

areas of surface visibility existed primarily on
the terraces in forested areas, in areas disturbed
by earth moving, and along the numerous ATV
trails.

lll. PREVIOUS RESEARCH
AND CULTURAL
OVERVIEW

Prior to initiating fieldwork, a search of
records maintained by the NRHP (available
online at: http://www.nr.nps.gov/nrloc1.htm)
and the OSA (FY10_6083) was conducted to:
1) determine if the project area had been
previously surveyed for archaeological
resources; 2) identify any previously recorded
archaeological sites that were situated within
the project area; 3) provide information
concerning what archaeological resources could
be expected within the project area; and 4)
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provide a context for any archaeological
resources recovered within the project area. The
OSA file search was conducted between July
13 and 21, 2009. The work at OSA consisted of
a review of professional survey reports and
records of archaeological sites for an area
encompassing a 2-km radius of the project
footprint. = To  further characterize the
archaeological resources in the general area, the
OSA archaeological site database for the
county was reviewed and synthesized. The
review of professional survey reports and
archaeological site data in the county provided
basic information on the types of
archaeological resources that were likely to
occur within the project area and the landforms
that were most likely to contain these resources.
The results are discussed below.

OSA records revealed that 11 previous
professional phase I archaeological surveys, 1
phase II archaeological testing project, and 1
small-scale excavation project have been
conducted within a 2-km radius of the project
area. Six previously recorded sites have been
located in this area also. None of these sites,
however, will be affected by the proposed
flyash storage facilities.

The records search revealed that six
prehistoric (15Jf21, 153237, 15J£305, 15J£306,
15Jf341, and 15Jf409) archaeological sites
were situated within a 2-km radius of the
project area. The 2-km radius included areas
within the Louisville West, Kentucky/Indiana,
and Lanesville, Indiana/Kentucky, 7.5-minute
series quadrangles (USGS 1951a and 1951b).

Previous Archaeological

Surveys

Between August 9 and 27, 1971, the
University of Louisville Archaeological Survey
conducted phase I investigations for a proposed
floodwall, alternate routes, borrow areas,
ponding areas, and a recreation area (Chapman
1971). The survey was conducted at the request
of the USACE. An unknown amount of acreage
was investigated by pedestrian survey and
shovel testing.



Figure 5. Qverview of the northern parce! of the project area, facing southwest,

Figure 6. Overview of the southern parce] of the project area, facing northwest.



Twenty-eight sites were documented
during the survey. Site 15J237, a large open
habitation site, was located on the second
terrace of the Ohio River within 2 km of the
current project area. The Arrowhead Farm
site, as it was called, had reportedly been
heavily surface collected in the past, but test
pits revealed at least two occupation zones
separated by sterile strata. The site was
recommended for intensive investigations.

Excavations were carried out at the
Arrowhead Farm site (15Jf237) by the
University of Louisville Archaeological
Survey in August 1973 (Mocas 1976). The
excavations were carried out at the request of
the Jefferson County Department of Public
Works. Methods included the excavation of
1.5-x-3.0-m (5.0-x-10.0-ft) test units, the
removal of the plowzone by backhoe, and
posthole testing. Flotation samples were also
taken.

The excavations at Arrowhead Farm
revealed that it was transitional between the
Archaic and Woodland periods. Radiocarbon
dates ranged between 665 and 1030 A.D. An
Early Woodland bundle burial was found
associated with refuse pits, pottery sherds, and
a burned area interpreted as a funeral fire. The
site also had a Middle Woodland shell midden
near its center that contained pottery related to
Crab Orchard types. The Late Woodland
component consisted of a number of hearths
and storage pits. The artifacts from this period
included triangular bifaces and pottery. The
Arrowhead Farm site was eventually
destroyed by the construction of the Louisville
flood wall.

From December 1974 through June 30,
1975, the University of Louisville
Archaeological  Survey conducted an
archaeological reconnaissance of 654 ha
(1,616 acres) for a proposed river-oriented
industrial and port facility. The survey was
conducted at the request of the Louisville and
Jefferson County  Riverport  Authority.
Methods included pedestrian survey, shovel
testing, and test unit excavation.

The survey documented 29 prehistoric
archaeological sites. Two of these, Sites
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15J£305 and 15Jf306, are located within 2 km
of the current project area. Both of these sites
were recommended for monitoring in the
event of future land alteration; however,
neither of these sites is located within the
current project area, and neither will be
impacted by the proposed flyash storage
facilities (Granger and DiBlasi 1975).

In April, October, and November 1975,
the University of Louisville Archaeological
Survey conducted an  archaeological
reconnaissance prior to the construction of a
connector/extension along the Jefferson
Freeway. The survey was conducted at the
request of the Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet. An unknown quantity of acreage was
investigated by pedestrian survey
supplemented by shovel testing.

Five prehistoric archaeological sites were
documented during the project. One of these,
the Spadie site (15Jf15), was a large, well
known Late Archaic/Early Woodland site that
was recommended as eligible for the NRHP
and was excavated prior to the construction of
the Louisville floodwall. No further work was
recommended for the others unless changes to
the project impacted them. None of these sites
are located within 2 km of the current project
area, and none will be impacted by the
proposed flyash storage facilities (Granger and
DiBlasi 1976).

In 1975, Ohio Valley Archaeological
Research Associates conducted a phase I
archaeological survey for proposed sewer
alignments (Chapman 1975). The survey was
requested by Vollmer-Presnell-Pavlo — A Joint
Venture. Proposed sewer alignments totaling
37 ha (92 acres) were investigated by
pedestrian survey. Thirty-seven sites were
documented during the project. One of these
sites, 15Jf341, a very light surface scatter of
lithics, was located within 2 km of the current
project area. Site 15Jf341 was severely
eroded, and no further work was
recommended. The site is not located within
the current project area and will not be
impacted by the proposed flyash storage
facilities.



On January 1, 1976, the University of
Louisville Archaeological Survey conducted
an archaeological reconnaissance prior to a
proposed road widening project along Cane
Run Road. The survey was carried out at the
request of the Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet. Fifteen meters (50 ft) on either side
of the existing Cane Run Road were
investigated by pedestrian survey and shovel
testing, but no archaeological sites were
documented. Light monitoring of the area
during construction was recommended
(Granger et al 1976).

In May 1977, Archaeological Services,
Inc., conducted an archaeological survey for a
proposed interceptor sewer line (Glover et al
1977). The survey was requested by Vollmer-
Presnell-Pavlo and the Louisville and
Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District.
A corridor approximately 13 km (8 mi) long
was investigated by pedestrian survey and
shovel testing.

Eleven prehistoric sites were documented
during the survey. One of these sites, 15J21, a
small prehistoric open area habitation without
mounds, was located within 2 km of the
current project area. Site 15Jf21 was
recommended for further archaeological work;
however, this site is not located within the
current project area and will not be impacted
by the proposed flyash storage facilities.

In August 1977, Archaeological Services,
Inc., of Kentucky, conducted a phase II
archaeological assessment for new proposed
sewer pipeline alignments (Turnbow and
Allen 1977). The survey was conducted at the
request of Vollmer-Presnell-Pavlo and the
Louisville and Jefferson County Metropolitan
Sewer District. The survey documented eight
sites, one of which, 15Jf409, was located
within 2 km of the current project area. Site
15Jf409 was a prehistoric site of unknown
temporal affiliation and was not recommended
for further work. The site is not located within
the current project area and will not be
impacted by the proposed flyash storage
facilities.

In November 1994, CRA conducted a
phase I archaeological survey for a proposed
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location for a Shively post office branch (Kerr
1994a). Approximately 2 ha (5 acres) were
investigated by pedestrian survey and shovel
testing. No archaeological sites were
documented during the survey, and no further
work was recommended.

In November 1994, CRA conducted a
phase 1 archaeological survey for another
proposed location for a post office in Shively
(Kerr 1994b). Approximately 1.6 ha (4.0
acres) were investigated by pedestrian survey
and shovel testing. No archaeological sites
were documented during the survey, and no
further work was recommended.

In December 1996, Pamela A. Schenian
and Stephen T. Mocas conducted a phase I
archaeological survey of a location for a
proposed middle school (Schenian and Mocas
1997). The survey was requested by the
Jefferson County Public Schools because a
historic cemetery was reported to exist near
the proposed building site. Approximately .14
ha (.35 acres) were investigated by pedestrian
survey and shovel testing. No archaeological
sites or graves were documented by the
survey, but monitoring of the building site
during construction was recommended
because of the potential for unmarked graves.

In January and Feburary 2005, ARCS
Ventures, Inc., conducted a phase 1
archaeological survey of a proposed real estate
development (Granger and Smith 2006). The
survey was conducted at the request of
Redwing Ecological Services, Inc.
Approximately 17 ha (43 acres) were
investigated by pedestrian survey, shovel
testing, and backhoe trenching. No
archaeological sites were documented during
the survey, and no further work was
recommended.

In February 2006, CRA conducted a phase
I cultural resource survey of a proposed
housing  development (Davies  2006).
Approximately 3.8 ha (9.5 acres) were
investigated by pedestrian survey
supplemented by shovel testing. No
archaeological sites were documented during
the survey, and no further work was
recommended.



Archaeological Site Data

According to available data, 657
archaeological sites have been recorded in
Jefferson County (Table 1). The site data
indicate that the majority of archaeological
sites recorded in Jefferson County consist of
open habitations without mounds (78 percent).
Other site types in the county include open
habitation sites with mounds, historic
farm/residence, cemeteries, caves, earth
mounds, industrial, quarries, workshops,
rockshelters, and other undetermined site
types. Open habitations without mounds and
historic farm/residences are the only site types
that occur in numbers equaling more than 3
percent of the total number for Jefferson
County.

Of the time periods represented, historic
farm residences comprised 16 percent of the
total recorded. For prehistoric sites, the
indeterminate or unspecified time periods
represent the highest number (n = 318, 41
percent). Of the sites with prehistoric temporal
assignations, the Archaic time period
represents the highest number recorded (n =
169, 14 percent), with Woodland having 106
sites representing 14 percent of the total, the
Late Prehistoric with 57 sites representing 7
percent, and Palecindian with the smallest
number of representative time periods (n = 5,
less than 1 percent).

The landform locations of sites in
Jefferson County were examined to determine
the likelihood of encountering sites on similar
landforms within the project area. The
majority of sites in Jefferson County are
located on floodplains (53 percent), and the
large majority of site types found on
floodplains are open habitations without
mounds (90 percent). Dissected uplands (n =
85, 13 percent) and terraces (n = 86, 13
percent) have similar numbers of sites;
hillsides (n = 40, 6 percent) and undissected
uplands (n = 42, 6 percent) also contain
similar ratios of site localities. Open habitation
without mounds has the highest number of site
types recorded in Jefferson County and has a
congruent number of sites represented on all
landforms. Though open habitation sites are
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the most frequent site type recorded on all
landforms, they are most likely to be found on
floodplains.

Table 1. Summary of Selected Information for
Previously Recorded Archaeological Sites in
Jefferson County, Kentucky.

Site Type: N %

Cave 2 0.3

Cemetery 10 1.52

Earth Mound 2 0.3
Historic Farm/Residence 79 12.02
Industrial 8 122

Isolated Find 1 0.15
Mound Complex 1 0.15

Open Habitation With Mounds 2 0.3
Open Habitation Without Mounds 509 77.47
Other 5 0.76

Other Special Activity Area 2 03
Quarry 1 0.15
Rockshelter 4 0.61
Undetermined 17 2.59
Workshop 9 1.37
Unspecified S5 0.76

Total 657 100

Time Periods Represented: N %
Paleoindian 5 0.64
Archaic 169 21.56
Woodland 106 13.52

Late Prehistoric 57 727
Indeterminate Prehistoric 308 39.29
Historic 129 16.45
Unspecified 10 1.28

Total 784* 100

Landform: N %
Dissected Uplands 85 12.94
Floodplain 349 5312
Hillside 40 6.09
Terrace 86 13.09
Undissected Uplands 42 6.39
Unspecified 55 8.37

Total 657 100

* One site may represent more than one time period.

Map Data

In addition to the file search, a review of
available maps was initiated to help identify
potential historic properties (structures) or
historic archaeological site locations within
the proposed project area. The following maps
were reviewed:

1858 Map of Jefferson County, Kentucky.
Jefferson County Office of Historic
Preservation (Bergman);

1912a Kosmosdale, Kentucky, 15-minute
series topographic quadrangle (USGS);

1912b Topography of Jefferson County,
Kentucky (USGS);



1937 Highway and Transportation Map of
Jefferson County, Kentucky (Kentucky
Department of Highways [KDOH]);

1950 Kosmosdale, Kentucky, 15-minute series
topographic quadrangle (USGS);

1953 General Highway Map of Jefferson
County, Kentucky (Kentucky State Highway
Department [KSHD]);

1951a Lanesville, Indiana/Kentucky, 7.5-
minute series topographic quadrangle (USGS);

1951b Louisville West, Kentucky/Indiana, 7.5-
minute series topographic quadrangle (USGS).

The historic maps indicated that as many
as seven structures were located within, or
directly adjacent to, the study area. Historic
Map Structures (MSs) 1 and 2 were first
depicted on the 1858 Map of Jefferson
County, Kentucky (Figure 7). MSs 3 and 4
were first depicted on the 1912 map of the
Topography of Jefferson County. MS 1 and 2
are also depicted on this map. MSs 1-3 are
depicted on the 1912 Kosmosdale,
Kentucky/Indiana, 15-minute series
quadrangle, but MS 4 is either missing or
obscured by other features on this map. The
same is true on the 1942 reprint of this map;
however, MS 4 reappears on the 1950
Kosmosdale, Kentucky/Indiana, 15-minute
series quadrangle, so it is probable that it was
simply obscured on the earlier versions of this
quadrangle.

MSs 14 are not depicted on the 1937
Highway and Transportation map of Jefferson
County; however, two new structures, MSs 5
and 6, are shown in the southern part of the
project area. As mentioned, the 1950
Kosmosdale 15-minute series quadrangle
depicts MS 4. It also depicts MSs 1-3 and MS
6 but omits MS 5. In addition, three new
structures, MSs 7-9, were depicted on this
map. Another change is that MS 1 and MS 3
were shown with two outbuildings each

(Figure 8).

All of these structures, with the exception
of MS 5 and possibly MS 4, appear to be
depicted on the 1951  Lanesville,
Indiana/Kentucky, 7.5-minute series
quadrangle. MSs 1 and 3 are again depicted
with their outbuildings. MS 4 is either missing
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or obscured on this map. The 1953 General
Highway Map of Jefferson County depicts
only five structures, MSs 1, 3, 7, 8, and 9.

The locations of all of the historic map
structures that were determined to be within
the proposed area of disturbance (MSs 4-8)
were investigated for archaeological deposits
according to accepted methods. MSs 1-3 and
9 were determined to be outside of the current
project area. The field survey documented one
site, 15Jf763, which may be the remains of
one of the historic map structures (either MS 4
or 7). Site 15Jf763 was documented close to
where these structures were depicted on the
historic maps. No buildings or building
remains were observed in the locations of the
other historic map structures, probably due to
their removal during the construction of the
power plant and floodwall system.

Survey Predictions

Considering the known distribution of
sites in the county, the available information
on site types recorded, and the nature of the
present project area, certain predictions were
possible regarding the kinds of sites that might
be encountered within the project area.
Prehistoric open habitation sites were the
primary site types expected, but historic
residences and cemeteries were also
considered a possibility.

Cultural Overview

Paleoindian Period
(before 8000 B.C.)

It has been recognized that the Paleoindian
cultural tradition in the northeastern United
States originated with the Clovis culture, a
widespread, homogeneous New World culture
typified by a distinctive lithic assemblage. The
most distinctive members of this assemblage
are lanceolate shaped, often fluted, hafted
bifaces (Maggard and Stackelbeck 2008). The
presence of other artifact types in these
Paleoindian assemblages, such as chert knives,
scrapers, unifacial tools, and blades, is
consistent across the eastern United States.
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These types of artifacts have been
recovered from Clovis sites such as Holcombe
Beach in Michigan (Fitting et al. 1966),
Debert in Nova Scotia (MacDonald 1968),
Martens in Missouri (Martens et al. 2004;
Morrow 1998, 2000), and Topper in South
Carolina (Goodyear and Steffy 2003).

Clovis components are not well
represented in Kentucky, but they have been
identified at sites such as Adams, Adams
Mastodon, Big Bone Lick, Clay’s Ferry
Crevice, and Parrish (Tankersley 1996). The
artifacts in the Clovis toolkit represent
predominantly hunting, butchering, and hide-
working activities. Bone tools (e.g., awls,
needles, flakers, and possibly shaft
straighteners) and ornaments are assumed to
have been used but have not been recovered
because of unfavorable environmental
conditions (Griffin 1978:226).

Post-Pleistocene adaptive strategies were
geared for coping with a harsh, but rapidly
changing, environment. In  general,
Paleoindian sites are reflective of areas where
small groups of people, perhaps no more than
50 individuals (Tankersley 1996:21), would
perform specific tasks of short duration. This
type of site casts a very low archaeological
profile across the landscape. It has been
argued that the earliest subsistence strategies
in the eastern United States were not typified
by a focus on the harvest of megafauna, but
rather by a balanced hunting economy based
on the exploitation of migratory game—
especially caribou—and supplemented by
foraged food (Fitting et al. 1966:103-104;
Ritchie and Funk 1973:336; Tankersley
1996:22; Walker et al. 2001).

Archaic Period
(8000-1000 B.C.)

As Griffin (1978:226) states, “a purely
arbitrary division is made between the earlier
fluted point hunter and their direct
descendants,” yet typological comparisons of
artifact assemblages begin to take on distinctly
regional characteristics with time. The Archaic
period is customarily divided into three
subperiods: Early (8000-6000 B.C.), Middle
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(6000-3500 B.C.), and Late (3500-1000 B.C.)
(Jefferies 2008). By the Early Archaic, the last
glaciers had retreated and the arctic-like boreal
forest was developing into the eastern
deciduous forest. By the Middle Archaic
subperiod, the environment was much as it is
today. This subperiod is marked by the
introduction of groundstone tools, some of
which have been interpreted as plant
processing implements. At the beginning of
the Late Archaic subperiod, the modern
deciduous climax forest covered the entire
eastern United States. In response to the
changing environment and concurrent changes
in plant and animal communities, Archaic
period peoples developed a more diversified
subsistence strategy that included a shift to
exploitation of riverine ecosystems and,
perhaps, the beginnings of a planned seasonal
round exploitation strategy (Winters 1967:32).

The  typical  artifact  assemblage
representative of the Archaic period is
composed of corner- and side-notched, or
stemmed, hafted bifaces, increasing in both
quantity and stylistic variation through time
but accompanied by a decrease in quality of
individual workmanship. Corner- and side-
notched forms appear earlier in the sequence,
whereas stemmed Dbifaces appear later
(Jefferies 2008).

Judging from the greater frequency with
which Late Archaic sites appear among sites
that are recognized in the prehistoric record, a
population increase may be postulated.
Moreover, evidence of longer, more intensive
site occupation suggests, in some cases, the
possibility of extended habitation in parts of
the state (Jefferies 2008).

Woodland Period
(1000 B.C.-A.D. 900)

Griffin (1978:231) notes that during the
Late  Archaic  subperiod there was
“considerable evidence for the long distance
movement of goods.” The interregional
movement of goods provided a structure for
the transmission of information as well.
During this period of interregional dynamism,
there was a trend towards a more sedentary



lifestyle with increasingly elaborate burial
ceremonialism and, possibly, stratified social
organization. These trends, along with the
appearance of fired ceramic vessels, mark the
transition between Archaic and Woodland
peoples (Griffin 1978).

The Woodland period, like the preceding
Archaic period, is divided into three
subperiods: Early Woodland (1000-200 B.C.),
Middle Woodland (200 B.C.—A.D. 400), and
Late Woodland (A.D. 400-900) (Applegate
2008). Overall, the Woodland period
witnessed a continuation and elaboration of
cultural practices that began during the Late
Archaic subperiod. Woodland peoples became
increasingly dependent on the cultivation of
plant foods, which allowed for a more
sedentary lifestyle. Except for the latter part of
the Late Woodland subperiod, subsistence
practices remained similar to the Archaic
subsistence patterns, which is to say a
combination of hunting, plant food gathering,
and fishing in a seasonal round exploitation
pattern. It is within the Woodland period that
highly visible site types, such as mounds and
enclosures, were constructed (Applegate
2008).

Late Prehistoric Period
(A.D. 900-1650)

The Late Prehistoric period has been
associated with Mississippian cultures that are
more easily recognized in the Mississippi and
parts of the Ohio and Illinois River valleys,
although Mississippian influences were seen
in a much larger geographic area (Pollack
2008). The Mississippian period was
characterized by chiefdoms and intensive
agriculture. Maize (Zea mays), beans
(Phaseolus vulgaris), and squash (Cucurbita
sp.) were the principle crops. Nevertheless,
hunting and gathering continued to be
important in many areas (Smith 1978).

Settlements were arranged in a
hierarchical manner, were fortified, contained
substructure mounds that were either for
ceremonial purposes or dwellings for the elite,
and were occupied year-round. Mississippian
structures were built using wattle and daub
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construction, and the wall posts were set in
trenches. Although there were continuously
occupied villages in the settlement system,
much of the Mississippian population lived in
smaller hamlets and farmsteads scattered up
and down the major rivers and secondary
streams (Smith 1978).

Cultures with a similar level of
development included the Pisgah in the
Appalachian Summit, the Fort Ancient in the
middle Ohio River area, and the Plaquemine
of the lower Mississippi River area. Although
a Late Woodland level of society continued in
the Midwest, the Great Lakes, the Northeast,
and the piedmont and coastal areas of the
Middle Atlantic until European contact, some
contact was made at the boundaries between
the Mississippian cultural area and these
regions. The Mississippian period is dated to
A.D. 800 in the middle Mississippi River area.
Between A.D. 900 and 1350, independent
Mississippian societies developed in the
surrounding regions. These societies lasted
until circa A.D. 1550 (Geier 1992:279-280).

Protohistoric and Historic
Aboriginal Period
(A.D. 1650-1814)

By the beginning of the seventeenth
century A.D., the Ohio River valley was
populated by several sedentary cultural groups
(Schwartz 1967). After 1680, the cultural
fabric of these groups was severely stressed
and then reshaped in the wake of shifting fur
trade patterns (Hunt 1940), which resulted in
the increasing displacement of resident
Native-American groups by newly arriving
Native Americans (Hunter 1978:588).

After A.D. 1724, Native-American tribes,
who we can identify as the Shawnee, were
present in the region, having been pushed
westward from the east (i.e., from the
Susquehanna drainage of Pennsylvania) by the
expansion of European settlement (McConnell
1992:21). The origins of the Shawnee are not
clear, but they can be identified on the Ohio
River by A.D. 1750 (or later) at sites such as
Bentley and Old Fort Earthworks (named for



the nearby Middle Woodland earthworks)
(Henderson et al. 1986:131-137; Henderson et
al. 1992:270-278; Pollack and Henderson
1984).

The conflicts between the Shawnee and
other groups of the middle Ohio (e.g.,
Delaware, Miami, Piankashaw, and Wyandot)
lasted through the War of 1812. They are a
part of the conflict between the French and
British and later the British and the new
American Colonies (Hammack 1992:928-929;
McBride and McBride 2008; O’Donnell
1992:815).

Historic Period

The first Europeans to visit Kentucky
included explorers, trappers, traders, and
surveyors. It was in the 1750s, when the
English Crown attempted to colonize the Ohio
Valley, that the first organized attempt to
settle Kentucky occurred. This attempt
stimulated the formation of land companies
that sent surveyors into the area (McBride and
McBride 2008:909). One of these, the Ohio
Land Company, sent a surveyor into Kentucky
in 1751. The French and Indian War that
erupted in 1754 disrupted this early
exploration (Talbert 1992:689).

In 1763, England's King George III set
aside the land west of the Appalachians for
Indians and English fur traders and closed the
area to permanent settlement. His decree was
ignored, however, and further colonial
exploration and development could not be
stopped. One man who took advantage of the
commercial expansion westward was Daniel
Boone. Boone first explored Kentucky in
1767, and by 1769, he had explored much of
the Red and Kentucky River valleys.
Harrodsburg was established soon after in
1774, followed by Boonesboro in 1775. The
western movement of the American frontier
pushed the Native Americans further and
further west, and Kentucky was one of the
places where they decided to take a stand. In
response, Governor Dunmore (of Virginia)
waged two large campaigns in the Ohio Valley
(later known as Dunmore's War), and the
Native Americans were defeated. Dunmore's
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War opened Kentucky for settlement, although
some hostilities continued after this time
(Nickell 1992:96-98; Stone 1992:571).

History of Jefferson County

Jefferson County is located in north-
central Kentucky at the Falls of the Ohio River
and is part of the Outer Bluegrass cultural
landscape. It was one of the first three counties
in Kentucky which, along with Lincoln and
Fayette Counties, were formed from Kentucky
County, Virginia, in 1780. These three
counties became the Commonwealth of
Kentucky on June 1, 1792 (Clark 1992).
Jefferson County is named for Thomas
Jefferson, who was governor of Virginia at the
time of its creation.

Originally, Jefferson County contained
20,202 sq km (7,800 sq mi) of land between
the Green and Ohio Rivers. Today, it has an
area of 997 sq km (385 sq mi), and is
surrounded by Oldham, Shelby, Spencer, and
Bullitt Counties (Kleber 1992:464). The
county seat of Jefferson County is Louisville.

Long before the settlement of Jefferson
County, European-American speculators were
interested in the lands adjacent to the Falls of
the Ohio. This mile-long rapid over a
Devonian coral reef was the only natural
barrier to navigation on the Ohio-Mississippi
River system between modern Pittsburgh and
New Orleans. It was an ideal place for a
settlement because all river traffic had to stop
at that point. (Kleber 1992:305). In 1774,
Virginia sent surveyors from Fincastle
County, Virginia, to Kentucky to locate land
grants for veterans of the French and Indian
War. In May, they arrived at the Falls and
surveyed 16,187 ha (40,000 acres), including
most of what is now the city of Louisville and
eastern Jefferson County (Kleber 1992:318;
Yater 1987:12). As a result of the military
warrants issued for these land grants, John
Connolly, a Pennsylvania native and former
surgeon’s mate in the British army, obtained
809 ha (2,000 acres) on the south side of the
Falls in what is now downtown and western
Louisville (Kleber 1992:224).



In spite of Connolly’s land grant and his
intention to lay out a town by selling half-acre
lots to potential settlers, the Falls area was not
settled until the late 1770s due to Indian
hostilities and the outbreak of the American
Revolutionary War  (Yater 200la:xv).
Settlement steadily began in 1778, however,
when Lieutenant Colonel George Rogers
Clark of Virginia led an expedition down the
Ohio River to capture British posts north of
the river at Kaskaskia, Vincennes, and Detroit
(Kleber 1992:195). In May, the expedition
halted at Corn Island at the head of the Falls to
await reinforcements. When the main army
moved down river in June, a group of camp
followers and military personnel remained
behind on the island. Later that year, the Corn
Island settlers moved ashore, and their cluster
of cabins became the foundation for the
modern-day city of Louisville (Wade
1959:14-15; Yater 1987:2-6).

Before a town could develop at the site,
however, the 1774 claim of John Connolly had
to be addressed. Connolly had become a Tory
(i.e., a British loyalist) during the Revolution,
and consequently, the Court of Kentucky
County ignored his claim and permitted the
town of Louisville to be laid out on his grant
in 1779. In 1780, the Virginia legislature
formally voided Connolly’s grant (Wade
1959:15). The town, however, did not live up
to its expectations. It developed a reputation
for disease, and as a result, most new arrivals
moved into the countryside via three branches
of Beargrass Creek. By 1800, Louisville had
only 359 inhabitants (Wade 1959:17).

Settlers came to Jefferson County along
two main routes. Some settlers took flatboats
from some point on the upper Ohio and landed
at the mouth of Beargrass Creek. Other settlers
came through the Cumberland Gap and up the
western branch of the Wilderness Road.
Another area of early settlement was along
what is now the county’s southwest border in
the Salt River Valley, where salt makers
established the county’s first significant
industry (Kleber 1992:465).

During the 1780s, most of the early
pioneers settled near or within seven fortified
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“stations” in the Beargrass watershed. As the
threat from Native Americans gradually
declined, however—the last raid on the county
was in 1789—settlers left the stations to
establish farms. Incidentally, by the 1790s,
with Native American attacks along the Ohio
River subsiding, the river route became far
more popular than the old trail through the
mountains (Yater 1987:2-5).

Most of Jefferson County’s early settlers
came from Virginia, North Carolina, and
Pennsylvania and were of English, Scots-Irish,
or German background. Many enslaved
African Americans also arrived with their
masters. Wealthy Virginians quickly came to
dominate the social and political order,
controlling the best land and the political
system. As a result, yeoman farmers often had
to lease, or settle for the more rugged terrain
on the edge of the large estates (Kleber
1992:465).

During the 1790s, two towns were
founded in the eastern part of Jefferson
County as potential rivals to Louisville. In
1784, William White built a house in eastern
Jefferson County and later laid out
Middletown on the site. In 1797 Abraham
Bruner founded Jeffersontown, which was
settled primarily by Pennsylvania Germans
(Kleber 1992:465; Rennick 1984:152, 196).

Before 1810, Louisville and Jefferson
County developed more slowly than the more
populous Inner Bluegrass region around
Lexington. The arrival of the steamboat on the
western waters in the 1810s, however, set a
transportation and economic revolution in
motion that brought boom times to Louisville
and the Falls region. In 1817, there were 17
steamboats, totaling 3,290 tons, on the Ohio-
Mississippi system. By 1830, there were 187
boats with a total tonnage of 29,481. In 1829,
over 1,000 steamboat landings were made at
Louisville. This stimulated the growth of a
wide range of businesses, including taverns,
hotels, distilleries, hemp-processing factories,
machine shops, and warehouses. Between
1810 and 1820, Louisville’s population tripled
to 4,012. Louisville’s boom continued into the
next decade, while land-locked Lexington’s



economy stagnated. By 1830, Louisville was
the commonwealth’s largest city with a
population of 10,000 people. In 1845, the
population had increased to 37,218. Of the
37,218 people living in Louisville in 1845,
32,602 (87.6 percent) were white, 4,056 (10.9
percent) were enslaved African Americans,
and 560 (1.5 percent) were free blacks
(Williams & Co. 1882:264, 294).

During the antebellum years, Jefferson
County’s farmers were among the state’s most
productive. In 1850 they led in the value of
animals slaughtered, production of hay,
market gardening, and orchards (Kleber
1992:465). Germans who had arrived in the
county in great numbers in the 1840s and
1850s owned many of these farms (Kleber
1992:465). The strength of the agricultural
sector encouraged investment in processing
industries. During the 1850s, Louisville was
the second largest pork packing center in the
nation, butchering over 300,000 hogs a year
(Yater 1987:75).

Trade was also an important aspect of the
county’s economy during the antebellum
years. In the 1840s, James Guthrie, an attorney
and state legislature who took a steadfast
interest in promoting developmental progress
in Louisville, led a movement in the city’s
business community to improve trade through
the construction of railroads. Consequently,
the Louisville and Frankfort Railroad opened
in 1851. More important, however, was the
opening of the Louisville and Nashville
Railroad in 1859. This greatly strengthened
the city’s ties to the southern economy (Kleber
1992: 578-579; Yater 1987:75, 2001b:362—
363).

The approach of the Civil War brought
new challenges to the people of Jefferson
County, and Louisville in particular. While
Kentucky was a slave state, and cities such as
Louisville had become prosperous off of
Southern trade, business ties with the North
challenged the city’s allegiance to the
Southern cause. Political conflicts arose in
Louisville between Union and Confederate
sympathizers, and although Kentucky
eventually cast its lot with the Union,
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Southern sentiments continued to pervade
various segments of the population
(McDowell 1962:3). Due to these conflicting
sentiments,  Union-supportive ~ Kentucky
legislators passed a series of resolutions in
1861 that made it a misdemeanor for
Kentucky residents to enlist in the Confederate
army while in the state, made invasion of the
state by Confederate soldiers a felony, and
authorized the enlistment of 40,000 Union
volunteers (Miller 1990:465). Incidentally,
numerous German immigrants, many from
Louisville, willingly volunteered to fight for
the Union army during this surge in enlistment
(Miller 1990:467).

During the Civil War, Louisville became
perhaps the most important Union stronghold
in the western theater. As an important port on
the Ohio River and the northern terminus of
the strategic Louisville and Nashville
Railroad, it was essential that the Union Army
hold the city if it was to hold Kentucky. In
September 1862, the Confederate armies of
Generals Braxton Bragg and Kirby Smith
invaded Kentucky. The Union army of
General Don Carlos Buell followed Bragg and
beat the Confederates in the race to Louisville.
On October 8, Buell won a narrow victory
over Bragg at the Battle of Perryville, and the
Confederates withdrew into Tennessee.
Louisville had been saved and, perhaps, so had
the Union cause in the West (Hafendorfer
1991).

The end of the Civil War brought
profound social and economic change to
Louisville. After Appomattox, thousands of
former slaves flocked to the city in hopes of
being formally set free. Although this trend
was witnessed in other cities as well, in
Louisville alone it was estimated that more
than 200 emancipated African-American
slaves arrived on a weekly basis (McDowell
1962:200). The arrival of so many freed
African Americans did little to ameliorate
racial tensions between whites and blacks.
Instead, violence against African Americans
became  widespread, and antebellum
segregationist policies were reinforced in
order to maintain white supremacy and



African-American oppression (Cummings and
Price 1997:617).

Louisville also attracted a significant
number of former Confederate officers who
did not want to live in the occupied South after
the war. These new arrivals found a city
unscathed by war and in the midst of robust
economic growth. For these ex-Confederates,
Louisville offered the opportunity to
reestablish themselves in business, politics,
and cultural affairs, and many were able to
quickly gain respect and prestige within a few
short years (Cummings and Price 1997:617).
Their social standing in the city had a negative
impact on the newly freed African Americans,
however, as the majority of these ex-
Confederates supported segregationist policies
and reinforced white supremacy.

During  Reconstruction,  Louisville’s
economy expanded, with the manufacture of
steam engines and boilers being the largest
industry, employing 2,236 workers by 1870
(Yater 1987:102). In 1867, as perhaps the
most telling sign of this progress, the
Louisville and Nashville Railroad began the
longest iron bridge in the United States over
the Ohio River at the Falls. The bridge was
dedicated in 1870 (Yater 1987:95-96, 99—
100). That same year, Louisville’s third
charter was approved, and the population
increased to 100,753 (Work Projects
Administration  1940:32).  Although a
stronghold on Southern trade became a point
of contention between the cities of Louisville
and Cincinnati, eventually it was generally
divided between the two. Nevertheless,
Southern sympathies and distrust of the North
did not sway Louisville propagandists from
accusing Cincinnati of trying to rob Louisville
of its trade and for being a hotbed of
radicalism (Share 1982:69).

The last two decades of the nineteenth
century sparked a significant increase in
strained social relations between whites and
blacks in the Louisville. Residential
segregation became more pronounced, as
more and more whites moved out of the inner
city to the suburbs, and African Americans
moved into the center of town. One of the
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reasons why this development occurred after
1880 was due to revolutionary advancements
in mass transportation. Streetcars made
commuting possible and made it feasible for
whites to move to cleaner and quieter
“streetcar suburbs” (Share 1982:96). This
revolution, combined with the increasing
housing shortage and racist attitudes towards
blacks, resulted in African Americans being
relegated to poorer housing areas in the inner
city. While the county seat became an
industrial center and continued to struggle
with social issues over the turn of the
twentieth century, most of Jefferson County
remained rural farmland. Not until the 1920s
did the suburbanization that began in the
1880s begin swallowing up large tracts of
farmland.

During World War I, a major migration of
African Americans from the south to the
industrial north began. European immigration
was curtailed by the nature of the hostilities,
and industries in the north were in a labor
shortage. Hence, many African Americans
migrated to northern cities, such as Detroit,
and Louisville’s black population decreased
somewhat (about 1.1 percent) with this surge
in the northern industrial labor market (Adjei-
Barwuah 1972:31; Collins 1950:50). Although
this percentage does not seem significant, it is
notable because it was the first time since the
city was established that there had ever been a
population decrease in the number of African
Americans in the city (Collins 1950:53).
During the Great Depression, migration to the
north decreased significantly. However, once
World War II began, the surge began anew.

After the Second World War,
suburbanization and industrial growth boomed
at an unprecedented pace. Between 1950 and
1960, the county population outside Louisville
city limits nearly doubled to 220,308. By
1960, some 30 independent suburban cities
ringed Louisville. The arrival of the interstate
highway made it possible to live in the county
and commute downtown (Kleber 1992:466).

Social change came as well. In 1945, most
of the county’s black population lived in
Louisville, which was essentially a southern



segregated city. Under the administration of
Mayor Charles Farnsley (1948—1953), the city
began a slow process of dismantling Jim Crow
laws. The public library, major hospitals, and
all the county colleges were integrated.
Farnsley’s successor, Andrew Broaddus,
integrated public parks. Nevertheless, the
process was slow. In 1975, the federal courts
ordered busing to integrate what was still a de
facto segregated schools system (Yater
1987:219, 244).

The last half of the twentieth century
witnessed great economic growth and the
development of manufacturing in the county.
In 1951, the General Electric Company
announced that it was moving its home
appliance = manufacturing  operation to
Jefferson County. Before the end of the
decade, GE employed more than 16,000
workers at the plant. In 1969, the Ford Motor
Company opened the world’s largest truck
plant in eastern Jefferson County, creating
over 4000 jobs. Finally, during the 1980s,
United Parcel Service developed its principal
distribution center at Louisville’s Standiford
Field. By 1972 the county suburbs had
exceeded the city in population. Jefferson
County is, by far, the state’s largest
metropolitan area, with a population of
665,123 in 1990 and 693,604 in 2000 (Kleber
1992:467; U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990,
2000; Yater 1987:220, 229, 247).

IV. METHODS

his section describes the methods used

during the survey. Site-specific field
methods are discussed in further detail in the
Site Description section of this report.
Laboratory methods specific to the individual
analyses are discussed in the specific analysis
sections of this report.

Field Methods

The survey area included a proposed
borrow location, settling ponds, and a flyash
storage area. The project area was determined
by mapping provided by Stantec Consulting,
Inc., and one of their engineers assisted with
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locating the project area. The entire project
was subjected to an intensive pedestrian
survey supplemented by shovel testing, bucket
augers, and backhoe testing.

The pedestrian survey and shovel testing
were conducted by surveying transects spaced
20 m apart across both parcels of the project
area. As previously mentioned, many portions
of the survey area were previously disturbed.
Those areas that had good visibility were
inspected for cultural material. Steep
sideslopes were inspected for natural benches
and overhangs. Dirt roads and all exposed
areas were walked and visually examined for
indications of cultural material and features.

Shovel testing was conducted on
undisturbed, relatively flat terrain with poor
surface visibility. These areas included
ridgetops,  terraces, and  floodplains.
Additionally, bucket auger testing was utilized
on the southwest floodplain of Garrison Ditch
and Mill Creek Cutoff. All soil was screened
through .64-cm (.25-in) mesh hardware cloth.
Figure 3 depicts the survey methods used in
the project area.

When a site was encountered, a Magellan
Mobile Mapper 6 Global Positioning System
(GPS) unit was used to confirm the site’s
placement within the project area. Shovel tests
were conducted at 10-m intervals around
positive surface finds to determine site
boundaries and artifact density.

A site sketch map of each site was created
depicting the location of all shovel tests, areas
of surface collection, features, project
boundaries, site boundaries, and other
physiographic features. A datum was placed
and GPS data collected for its location. A
Magellan Mobile Mapper was utilized for
collecting all field GPS data.

Surface Collection

Surface collection was used at 15Jf763 to
initially examine the artifact classes present,
the density of these materials, and their
distribution within the Ap horizon. Surface
collection was employed if surface visibility in
the project area was greater than 20 percent.



Because all of the artifacts that were
observed on the surface were within a small
area (less than 10 m in diameter), they were
collected and bagged as a general surface
collection. Larger materials (e.g. concrete
block, building stones) that were not collected
were plotted with a GPS unit. The site datum
was mapped using a GPS unit.

Shovel Testing

When artifacts were encountered on the
ground surface at 15Jf763, additional tests
were excavated at 10-m intervals in all
cardinal directions, except east, to define the
limits of cultural remains.

In all cases, shovel tests measured not less
than 35 c¢m in diameter and extended well into
subsoil. Shovel tests were excavated in levels.
The Ap horizon was removed as one level.
After the Ap horizon was removed, 10-cm
arbitrary levels were excavated. All fill
removed from the tests was screened through
25-inch mesh hardware cloth, and the
sidewalls and bottoms were examined for
cultural material and features. No artifacts
were recovered from shovel tests.

Bucket Augering

Bucket augering during the current survey
was conducted primarily in alluvial soils to
determine the possibility of buried deposits
and to verify that the majority of the survey
area had been previously disturbed. A hand-
operated bucket auger with a 4-inch opening
was used to excavate augers on transects with
20-m intervals between tests and in apparently
undisturbed areas. Sediments were removed in
approximately 10-cm levels. All soil was
screened through .25-inch mesh hardware
cloth. General soil characteristics (e.g., texture
or Munsell colors) were recorded by
individual level. No buried soils, artifacts, or
charcoal layers were noted in the auger tests.

Backhoe Trenches

As part of the original scope of work for
this project, backhoe trenches were planned to
better define the nature of the buried deposits
in the project area, to examine deep
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undisturbed alluvial soils, and to assess the
potential for deeply buried archaeological
sites. Upon arrival, it quickly became clear
that there were few undisturbed soils in the
project area. As such, the majority of deep
subsurface testing was conducted with bucket
augers, which as noted in the previous section,
indicated that the project area was heavily
disturbed by recent and historic activities and
held little potential for deeply buried
archaeological resources.

As part of the soil survey, an engineer
from Stantec Consulting, Inc., excavated
backhoe trenches throughout the project area.
Several of the trenches in the northern parcel
and other exposed subsurface areas in the
southern parcel were examined by CRA
personnel (Figure 9). These trenches were
typically between 1.5 and 2.0 m deep. All of
the soils in the trenches appeared to be
homogenous subsoils that were now close to
the surface due to previous soil removal and
erosion. No buried surface soils (A horizons),
archaeological concentrations, or features
were noted in any of the trenches. Upon
completion of the subsurface reconnaissance,
all trenches were backfilled.

Laboratory Methods

All cultural material recovered from the
project was transported to CRA for processing
and analysis. Initial processing of the
recovered artifacts involved washing all
artifacts, sorting the artifacts into the major
material classes (i.e., ceramic, glass, and
metal) for further analysis, and assigning
catalog numbers. Catalog numbers consisted
of the site number and a unique number for
each provenience lot or diagnostic specimen.
Historic artifacts received a unique catalog
number for each material group and class by
provenience.

The methods, specifics, and results of
subsequent analysis are discussed in each of
the specific analysis sections of this report. All
cultural materials, field notes, records, and site
photographs will be curated at the University
of Louisville in Louisville, Kentucky.



Figure 9. Borrow pit at Cane Run Generating Plant showing homogenous subsoil profile.

V. MATERIALS
RECOVERED

Jennifer M. Faborson

Historic materials were recovered from one
site, 1511763, The assemblage is described
below. In addition. an inventory of materials
recovered from this site listed by provenience

is presented in the site description section of

this report.

Methods

The historic assemblage includes artilacts
classifled and grouped according to a scheme
originally developed by Stanley South {1977).
South believed that his classification scheme
would present patierns in historic site artifact
assemblages that would provide culral
insights. Questions of historic site function,
the cultural background of a site’s occupants.
and regional behavior patterns were topics 10
be addressed using this system.

South’s system was widely aceepted and
adopted by historical archaeologists. However,

some have criticized South’s model on
theoretical and organizational grounds (Orser
1988 Wesler 1984). One criticism is that the
organization of anifacts is 1o simplistic.
Swann (2002) observed that South’s groups
have 1he potential e be insufficiently detailed.
She suggested the use of sub-groups to
distinguish between. for exaniple.
candleholders used for religious purposes and
those used for general lighting. Others, such as
Sprague (1981). have criticized South's
classification scheme lor its limited vsefulness
on late nincteenth- and early-twenticth-century
sites, siles which include an array of material
culture—such  as  automobile  parts—not
considered by Seouth. Despite its shortcomings,
mosl archaeologists recognize the usefulness
ol South’s classiticalion system 1o present
data.

Stewart-Abernathy (1986), Orser (1988),
and Wagner and McCorvie (1992) have
subsequently  revised  this  classification
scheme. In this report. artifacts were grouped
into the ftollowing categories: domestic,
architecture.  clothing, and  personal.  The
artifacts recovered during this project are
summasized in Table 2.



Table 2. Historic Artifacts Recovered According to
Functional Group.

Group Total  Percent
Architecture 1 4.17
Clothing 2 8.33
Domestic 18 75
Personal 3 12.5
Totals 24 100

Grouping artifacts into these specific
categories makes it more efficient to associate
artifact assemblages with historic activities or
site types. One primary change associated with
the refinement of these categories is
reassigning artifacts associated with the
“Miscellaneous and Activities” under South’s
(1977) original system. Considering the
potential variety of historic dwellings and
outbuildings within the project area, a
refinement of the artifact groupings was
considered important to perhaps observe
whether the distribution of specific artifact
groups would produce interpretable patterns
related to activity areas or structure types.
Each one of these groups and associated
artifacts is discussed in turn.

Information on the age of artifacts as
described in the artifact tables is derived from
a variety of sources cited in the discussion of
the materials recovered. The beginning and
ending dates cited need some clarification.
Usually, an artifact has specific attributes that
represent a technological change, an invention
in the manufacturing process, or simple
stylistic changes in decoration. These attribute
changes usually have associated dates derived
from historical and archaeological research.
For example, bottles may have seams that
indicate a specific manufacturing process
patented in a certain year. The bottle then can
be assigned a “beginning,” or incept, date for
the same year of the patent. New technology
may eliminate the need for the same patent
and the bottle would no longer be produced.
The “ending,” or terminal, date will be the
approximate time when the new technology
took hold and the older manufacturing
processes are no longer in use.

Specific styles in ceramic decorations are
also known to have changed. Archaeological
and archival researchers have defined time
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periods when specific ceramic decorations
were manufactured and subsequently went out
of favor (e.g., LofStrom et al. 1982; Majewski
and O’Brien 1987). South’s (1977) mean
ceramic  dating  technique uses this
information. The dates presented here should
not be considered absolute but are the best
estimates of an artifact’s age available at this
time. A blank space indicates that the artifact
could not be dated or, alternately, that the
period of manufacture was so prolonged that
the artifact was being manufactured before
America was colonized. An open-ended
terminal date was assigned for artifacts that
may be acquired today. The rationale for
presenting dates for the artifacts recovered is
to allow a more precise estimate of the time
span the site was occupied, rather than the
mean occupation date of a site.

A summary of the artifacts recovered
follows. A complete inventory of the historic
artifacts can be found in Appendix B.

Materials Recovered by
Functional Group

There were 24 historic artifacts recovered
during the current survey (Figure 10). The
following provides a descriptive discussion of
the types and age of artifacts recovered from
Site 15J763.

Architecture Group (N=1)

The architecture group is comprised of
artifacts directly related to buildings and those
artifacts used to enhance the interior or
exterior of buildings. Only one construction
material artifact was recovered during the
current survey.

Construction Materials (n = 1)

Construction materials refer to all
elements of building construction. For this
project, only one building material fragment
was recovered. This item was identified as cut
marble and was not assigned a specific date.



Figure 10. A selection of the artifacts recovered from Site 15J{763. (a) decal-decorated ironstone with gilt accents;
(b) mason zinc canning jar lid with glass liner; (c) iron/steel toy train car.

Clothing Group (N = 2)

The clothing group includes buttons,
clothing fasteners, footwear, and other
clothing related items, such as belts, hats, and
fabric. Two footwear items were recovered
from the current project area. Both of these
were identified as rubber shoe heel fragments.

Footwear can be categorized into two
types: turned shoes and shoes whose upper is
attached to the insole and then reinforced by
the heel and outsole. The upper portion of a
turned shoe is sewn inside out to a thin sole,
then it is turned right side out. At present,
turned shoe manufacture has  been
predominantly replaced by the cementing
process, but historically this form thrived.
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Before 1812, in the western world, shoes
were made by using hand-driven wooden pegs
to join soles and uppers. By 1822, a German
shoe maker, named Brecht, conceived the use
of screws for joining shoe soles and uppers
(IMACS 2001). Until the mid-nineteenth
century, the footwear industry remained a
predominantly manual activity involving the
use of little to no machinery (Miranda
2004:195). Some modernization had taken
place during the first half of the nineteenth
century, including the use of new tools, the
standardization of lasts, and the pegged shoe.
The first machines, used to prepare and cut the
leather for the upper and the sole, were
introduced during this time (Miranda
2004:196). Shoe-nailing machines, perfected
by Nathaniel Leonard in 1829, drove wire into



the shoe fragments, which the machines then
cut and subsequently, in some instances,
headed. The presence of actual square cut iron
or brass nails in a shoe dates it post-1812.
Metal fasteners in a shoe date it post-1800 and
most likely post-1829 (IMACS 2001).

After the 1850s, the most significant
technical innovations in the footwear industry
leading to mechanized production occurred.
The development of the “Goodyear Welt”
sewing machine technique of shoe
manufacture between 1862 and 1890, as well
as the all rubber heel of 1895, are two of the
most datable changes (IMACS 2001; Miranda
2004:197). Since the footwear items recovered
from the current project did not contain any
distinguishable characteristics, they were not
assigned specific dates.

Domestic Group (N = 18)

Artifacts included in the domestic group
consisted of ceramics (n = 2), container glass
(n =9), glass tableware (n = 3), and container
closures (n = 4).

A full description of ceramic types
recovered from the project area is listed
below, followed by descriptions of other
domestic group artifacts.

Ceramics (n = 2)

The ceramics recovered were grouped into
two major ware types: ironstone (n = 1) and
porcelain (n = 1). Each of these ware groups is
reviewed below, followed by discussions of
associated decorative types.

Ironstone (n = 1)

Ironstone is a white or gray-bodied,
refined stoneware with a clear glaze. It is often
indistinguishable from whiteware. Ironstone
differs from whiteware in that the body is
more vitreous and dense. In addition, a bluish
tinge or a pale blue-gray cast often covers the
body. In some cases, a fine crackle can be seen
in the glaze; however, this condition is not as
common as it is in whiteware (Denker and
Denker 1982:138).

Confusion in the classification of white-
bodied wares is further compounded by the
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use of the term as a ware type or trade name in
advertising of the nineteenth century. Both
ironstones and whitewares were marketed with
names such as “Patent Stone China,” “Pearl
Stone China,” “White English Stone,” Royal
Ironstone,” “Imperial Ironstone,” “Genuine
Ironstone,” “White Granite,” and “Granite
Ware” (Cameron 1986:170; Gates and
Ormerod 1982:8). These names do not imply
that true ironstone was being manufactured.
Some investigators avoid the distinctions
entirely by including ironstones as a variety of
whiteware. Others, however, such as
Wetherbee (1980), refer to all nineteenth-
century  white-bodied  earthenwares  as
ironstone. For this analysis, the primary
determining factor in classification of a sherd
as ironstone was the hardness and porosity of
the ceramic paste. Sherds with a hard vitreous
paste were classified as ironstone.

Charles James Mason is usually credited
with the introduction of ironstone (referred to
as Mason’s Ironstone China) in 1813 (Dodd
1964:176). Others, including the Turners and
Josiah Spode, produced similar wares as early
as 1800 (Godden 1964). As a competitive
response to the highly popular oriental
porcelain, British potters initiated this early
phase of ironstone production. The ironstone
of this early phase bears a faint blue-gray tint
and oriental motifs, much like Chinese
porcelain. A second phase of ironstone began
after 1850 in response to the popularity of
hard paste porcelains produced in France. This
variety of ironstone had a harder paste and
reflected the gray-white color of French
porcelains.

While some ironstones continued to use
oriental design motifs after 1850, the general
trend was toward undecorated or molded
ironstones (Collard 1967:125-130; Lofstrom
et al. 1982:10). Ironstone continued to be
produced in England, and after 1870, it was
also manufactured by numerous American
companies. For many years, classic
ironstone—the heavy, often undecorated
ware—had been frequently advertised as being
affordable and suitable for “country trade”
(Majewski and O’Brien 1987:121). By the late
1800s, these thick, heavy ironstones began



losing popularity and were often equated with
lower socioeconomic status (Collard 1967:13).
At the same time, ironstone manufacturers
began shifting to thinner, lighter weight
ironstones. As a result, this type of ironstone
became popular tableware in American homes
during most of the twentieth century
(Majewski and O’Brien 1987:124-125). In
spite of the shift towards thinner and lighter
ironstones, heavy ironstone remained on the
market and continues to be popular in
hotel/restaurant service (hence, this heavy,
twentieth-century ironstone is sometimes
called “hotelware”). However, its production
for home use all but ceased by the second
decade of the twentieth century (Lehner
1980:11).

Only one ironstone fragment was
recovered from the project area. This fragment
was decal-decorated ironstone with gilt
accents. This ironstone fragment also
contained a maker’s mark used by the Pope-
Gosser China Company from 1930 to 1958
(Kovel 1986:199).

Porcelain (n =1)

Porcelain is the name given to high-
temperature fired, translucent ware. This ware
type was first developed by the Chinese.
Chinese, or hard paste, porcelain was
introduced to Europe by Portuguese sailors
that had traveled to China during the sixteenth
century. The formula for true, or feldspathic,
porcelain was not discovered in Europe until
1708 and not marketed until 1713 (Boger
1971:266). The production of true porcelain
was limited to three factories in England; all
other products were softer porcelains made
with glass, bone ash, or soapstone. Porcelain
made with bone ash, often called “bone
china,” became the preferred product after
1800, since the paste was harder and the ware
was cheaper to produce with bone than with
glass or soapstone (Mankowitz and Haggar
1957:179). Among the more affluent
households in Europe and North America,
porcelain was a common tableware used
during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries
(Fay 1986:69). Porcelain production in
America was not successful until 1826, and
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the number of porcelain factories in the United
States remained small throughout the
nineteenth century.

In the lab, bone china can be differentiated
from hard paste porcelain by placing it under
ultraviolet light. Bone china fluoresces blue-
white, whereas hard paste porcelain fluoresces
magenta (Majewski and O’Brien 1987:128).

Only one porcelain vessel was recovered
during the current project. This fragment was
decal decorated with an overglaze hand-
painted decoration. This vessel also contained
a maker’s mark utilized by the Noritake China
Company after 1911 (Kovel 1986:74).

Container Glass (n = 9)

A variety of container glass was recovered
during the current survey. Research by
Baugher-Perlin (1982), Jones and Sullivan
(1985), and Toulouse (1972) was used to date
glass containers. Glass color was the only
attribute that could be used for dating those
fragments that were not identifiable as to type
of manufacture.

The approximate date of manufacture for
bottles and bottle fragments recovered from
the project area was established by
determining the manufacturing process
associated with the bottle (i.e., creation of the
base and lip of the container) and using any
patent or company manufacturing dates
embossed on the bottle.

The lip on a bottle can be informative. A
lipping tool, patented in the United States in
1856, smoothes and shapes the glass rim into a
more uniform edge than a hand-smoothed lip
or “laid-on ring.” Certain types or styles of
lips were associated with specific contents; for
example, medicines were often contained in
bottles with prescription lips (Jones and
Sullivan 1985). A “sheared,” or unfinished,
bottle lip typically dates before 1880.

Lipping tools were used throughout the
middle and end of the nineteenth century until
the advent of the fully automatic bottle
machine (ABM) in 1903. It should be noted,
however, that as automated bottle manufacture
became available after the turn of the



twentieth century (see below), tooled finishes
continued to be produced—albeit in steadily
decreasing numbers. That is, there is a lag
time between tooled finishes and ABM
finishes, and although ABM glass is given an
incept date of 1903, most tooled-glass vessel
sherds will be given a terminal date around the
1920s due to this lag time, unless other
diagnostic ~ characteristics are observed,
enabling one to give it an earlier terminal date.

The manufacturing process can be roughly
divided into three basic groups, including free
blown, blown in mold (BIM), and machine
manufactured (ABM) vessels (Baugher-Perlin
1982:262-265). Only ABM glass was
recovered from the current project.

Automatic Bottle Machine (ABM) (n = 9)

The Owens automatic bottle-making
machine was patented in 1903 and creates
suction scars and distinctive seams that run up
the length of the bottle neck and onto the lip.
This ABM mold provides a firm
manufacturing date at the beginning of the
twentieth century. Another automatic bottle
machine called the Individual Section was also
used in the commercial production of bottles.
This machine was widely used starting in 1925
and by 1940 became the most widely used
bottle manufacturing device (Jones and
Sullivan 1985:39). This bottle machine was
more cost effective than the Owens machine,
which was no longer used after 1955.

There were nine glass fragments assigned
to the ABM category during the current
project, and many of these had multiple
distinguishing characteristics. Two base types
were found, including Individual Section
molds and Owens molds. Two Individual
Section molds were recovered, including one
amber and one light green glass base. The
light green Individual Section mold dated after
1925 (Jones and Sullivan 1985:39, Miller and
Sullivan 1984:94). The amber Individual
Section mold also contained a makers mark
used by the Foster-Forbes Glass Company in
Marion, Indiana, after 1929 (Toulouse
1972:197). Three Owens mold bases were also
recovered. These were all clear glass, and two
of these contained maker’s marks. The first
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maker’s mark was utilized by the Owens
Illinois Glass Company from 1929 to 1954
(Toulouse 1972:403). The second mark was
also used by the Owens Illinois Glass
Company, but was used from 1940 to 1954
(Toulouse 1972:403).

One body type was recovered. Four
embossed sherds were recovered. Three of
these were clear glass, and one was amber
glass. One finish type was also recovered
during the current survey. All of these were
external thread finishes and included one
amber, one cobalt, and six clear rims. Unless
otherwise noted, glass assigned to the ABM
category was dated from 1903 to the present.

Glass Tableware (n = 3)

Press molding was first used (although on
a very small scale) in England in the late
seventeenth century to make small solid glass
objects, such as watch faces and imitation
precious stones (Buckley 1934). By the end of
the eighteenth century, decanter stoppers and
glass feet for objects were also being produced
(Jones and Sullivan 1985). The production of
complete hollowware glass objects did not
become possible until there were innovations
in press-molded techniques in the United
States during the late 1820s (Watkins 1930).
Mass production of press-molded glassware
was well established by the 1830s (Watkins
1930).

Earlier press-molded glass objects were
predominately made of colorless lead glass
(Jones and Sullivan 1985). William Leighton
of the Hobbs-Brockunier Glass Works in
Wheeling, West Virginia, invented lime glass.
This type of glass looked like lead glass, had
superior pressing attributes, and was much
more inexpensive than lead glass (Revi 1964).
Advancements in mold technology in the
1860s and 1870s led to the application of
steam-powered mold operation. This in turn
led to increased production and reduced costs
(Revi 1964). Modern press molding is
conducted entirely by machine (Jones and
Sullivan 1985).

Press-molded table glass was made by
dropping hot pieces of glass into a mold. A



plunger was then forced into the mold,
pressing the hot glass against it. The outer
surface of the glass took on the form of the
mold, while the inner surface of the glass was
shaped by the plunger. The plunger was
withdrawn and the glass object was removed
from the mold. The surface of the glass was
often fire polished to restore the brilliance of
the glass surface that was disturbed by its
contact with the mold (Jones and Sullivan
1985).

Press-molded glass may be recognized by
several characteristics. Usually, the glass
object must be open-topped in order for the
plunger to be withdrawn from the mold.
Narrow mouthed vessels were produced, but
additional manipulation of the glass was
necessary after the plunger was removed from
the mold. Evidence of this manipulation
should be present on the vessel (Jones and
Sullivan 1985). There is no relationship
between the exterior shape and design of a
press-molded vessel to the interior shape and
design, because the plunger shapes the interior
of the object, most often leaving behind a
smooth surface. This differs from earlier glass
vessel production techniques, like blown
glassware, where interior shape was related to
the exterior shape and design (Jones and
Sullivan 1985).

Another characteristic of press-molded
containers was that mold seams were
generally present. The seams were sharp and
distinct, unless steps had been taken to
deliberately remove them. The texture of the
glass surface of press-molded glass was
disturbed and often disguised by an all-over
stipple design. The edges of the designs on
press-molded glass had a predisposition
toward rounded edges. The bases of press-
molded objects were usually polished. The
quality of the designs on press-molded
glassware was precise, and the design motifs
were numerous (Jones and Sullivan 1985).

In contrast to press-molded glass, cut glass
generally had a polished, smooth, and glossy
surface texture. The design edges were sharp
and distinct. Cut glass designs consisted
mostly of panels, flutes, and miters. The
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designs were often slightly uneven and
asymmetrical. Mold seams were usually
absent; they were polished off prior to cutting
(Jones and Sullivan 1985). Contact-molded
glass also differs from press-molded glass in
that the exterior and interior of the vessel will
portray parallel patterns. The interior of the
vessel is also generally much more diffuse
towards the base.

Three pieces of glass tableware were
recovered during the current survey. Of the
identifiable fragments, all were press molded
(n = 3). All of these fragments were also clear
glass dating after 1864 (Jones 2000).

Closures (n=4)

Bottle closures serve both to prevent the
spilling of a bottle’s contents and to protect a
bottle’s contents from contamination and
evaporation (Berge 1980). Closures have been
used almost as long as animal skins and
bottles have been employed to contain liquids.
Closures range from a utilitarian piece of
paper or cloth stuffed into the mouth of a
bottle to a delicately crafted crystal stopper for
a decanter. There are three primary closure
types: caps, stoppers, and seals (Berge 1980).

Caps are secured to a bottle by
overlapping the outside edge of the finish or
mouth. Common cap types include external
screw, lugs, crown, and snap-on. External
screw caps were first introduced in the mid-
nineteenth century (Jones and Sullivan 1985;
Toulouse 1977). External thread caps were
attached to bottles by means of grooves in the
cap that screwed down on continuous glass
threads on the finished exterior of a bottle.
External thread caps were first produced using
metal in 1858 (Jones and Sullivan 1985;
Toulouse 1977). Advances in technology led
to the introduction of a Bakelite external
thread cap around 1922 (Berge 1980; Meikle
1995), an aluminum shell roll-on cap in 1924
(Berge 1980; Rock 1980), and modern plastic
caps in the mid-1930s (Meikle 1995).
Examples of the external thread cap include
canning jar, mayonnaise jar, and pickle jar
lids.



The crown cap was patented on February
2, 1892, by William Painter of Baltimore,
Maryland (Rock 1980). The crown cap was
placed over the finish and then crimped
around a lip or groove in the finish to seal the
container. This closure was lined with cork
from 1892 until circa 1965 (IMACS 2001;
Riley 1958; Rock 1980). Crown caps with
composition liners appeared in 1912, and both
cork and composition liners were gradually
phased out following the introduction of the
plastic liner in 1955 (IMACS 2001; Riley
1958). The majority of commercially
produced glass soda bottles have crown cap
closures.

Stoppers, the second major closure type,
are secured to the finish interior of bottles,
usually by forcing a portion of the stopper into
the bore of the finish. Stopper types include
cork, glass, inside screw, porcelain-top,
Hutchinson Spring, Electric, Pittsburgh, and
Lightning. Cork stoppers were the most
common historic closure type.

Most glass stoppers use ground or
roughened tapered stems along with a
roughened finish inside to seal bottles. The
“modern” ground and tapered glass stopper
was developed in Europe around 1725
(Holscher 1965). Glass stoppers came in many
shapes, sizes, and styles and were used as
closures in many different types of bottles. As
with the cork stopper, the glass stopper was
phased out in the 1920s with the advent of the
crown cap closure (Berge 1980; Jones and
Sullivan 1985).

Seal closures utilized the vacuum on the
interior of the glass container. The heating and
then cooling of the bottle’s contents created
the vacuum. Seal closures, although dating
back to 1810, did not become popular until the
mid-twentieth century. These closures were
most often used in food jars (Berge 1980).
There were several types of seal closures
including Phoenix, Sure Seal, Giles, spring
seal, and disc seal.

The disc seal was used as early as 1810 by
Nicholas Appert (Berge 1980). John L. Mason
used this type of closure on his patented fruit
jar in 1858 (Berge 1980). Mason’s closure was
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made of zinc and was held in place with an
exterior screw cap ring. Unfortunately, the
zinc reacted with the contents of the jars,
giving the contents an unpleasant metal taste
(Jones and Sullivan 1985). Glass liners were
then developed and added to the disc around
1869 by Lewis R. Boyd (Toulouse 1969,
1977). These liners prevented the zinc from
reacting with the contents of the jar. To aid in
opening, Boyd added a handle to the disc circa
1900 (Toulouse 1977). Both of these disc seal
types were used until around 1950 (Jones and
Sullivan 1985; Toulouse 1969, 1977). In 1865,
the Kerr two piece seal was patented. This
system utilized a metal seal disc held in place
by an exterior screw cap with no center. This
seal and cap type system is still in use today.

The closure artifacts recovered from the
current project date from the 1860s to the last
half of the twentieth century. Three aluminum
screw-on caps were recovered dating after
1924 (Lief 1965:29). One mason zinc canning
jar lid with a glass lid liner was also recovered

dating from 1869 to 1950 (Toulouse
1977:91,96).
Personal Group (N = 3)

The personal group includes artifacts
assumed to have belonged to individuals. This
category of artifacts includes health and
grooming items, jewelry and beads, coins,
music and art items, personal items, toys, and
games. Tobacco products are also subsumed
into this category. Artifacts related to health
and grooming (n = 1), personal items (n = 1),
and toys (n = 1) were recovered from the
project area.

One health and grooming item was
identified as an opaque white glass cosmetics
jar container dating from 1830 to 1960
(Husfloen 1992:163). One nickel-plated mini
miners flashlight was also recovered. This
flashlight was marked “CHALLENGE” and
was dated circa 1933 (Flashlight Museum
2009). The toy artifact was identified as a two-
part iron/steel toy train car and was not
assigned a specific date.



Discussion

There were 24 historic artifacts recovered
during the current phase I survey. The material
collected is discussed in detail above and
summarized below in the site discussion.

Only one architectural group item was
recovered from this site. This item was
identified as a cut marble fragment and was
not assigned a specific date.

The domestic group contained container
glass (n = 9), ceramics (n = 2), container
closures (n = 4), and glass tableware (n = 3).
The ceramic inventory consisted of ironstone
(n=1) and porcelain (n = 1).

The ironstone recovered was identified as
a decal-decorated plate with gilt accents. This
plate fragment dated from 1930 to 1958, due
to an identifiable maker’s mark on the base
utilized by the Pope-Gosser China Company.
The porcelain recovered was identified as an
overglaze decorated decal platter dating after
1911. This platter base also contained an
identifiable maker’s mark utilized by the
Noritake China Company.

Container glass included only ABM glass.
The ABM (n = 9) was amber, clear, cobalt,
and light green. Attributes included Individual
Section molds, Owens molds, embossing, and
external thread finishes. Nine vessels were
identified in the ABM assemblage, including
four commercial containers, one liquor bottle,
three medicine bottles, and one miscellaneous
bottle. Three maker’s marks were noted in the
ABM category. Two of these were utilized by
the Owens Illinois Glass Company. The first
dated from 1929 to 1954 and the other dated
from 1940 to 1954. The third maker’s mark
was used by the Foster-Forbes Glass Company

after 1929. Unless otherwise noted, the
remaining ABM glass dated after 1903.
Container  closures  included three

aluminum shell screw-on caps dating after
1924 and one mason zinc canning jar lid with
a glass liner dating from 1869 to 1950. Glass
tableware (n = 3) was all identified as press
molded. All of these sherds were also clear.
Three vessels were identified in the glass
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tableware assemblage, including two bowls
and one tumbler.

The clothing group was represented by
two artifacts. Both of these were rubber shoe
heel fragments, and neither was assigned a
specific date.

Three personal items were recovered
during the current survey. One health and
grooming item was identified as an opaque
white glass cosmetics jar dating from 1830 to
1960. One personal item was also recovered
and was identified as a nickel-plated mini
miner’s flashlight dating after 1933. One
iron/steel toy train car was also recovered but
was not assigned a specific date.

Artifacts, such as the glass tableware,
recovered from 15Jf763 were manufactured as
early as the 1860s, but they were still
commonly used until the early to mid-
twentieth century. Other artifacts in the
assemblage, such as the ABM glass, decal-
decorated ironstone, and container closures,
date to the early to mid-twentieth century.
Historic maps of this site indicate that before
the 1950s, a structure was present close to this
site; however, a structure was never mapped at
this exact location. The material recovered
from this site was located at the end of a road
that was delineated on historic maps and may
be associated with a trash dump rather than an
actual structure, which is supported by the fact
that much of the recovered and observed
artifact assemblage consisted of whole (or
nearly whole) glass and ceramic vessels.
When the power plant began production in
1954, the nearby former structure was likely
demolished, and much of its debris may have
been dumped at 15Jf763. Based on the
material recovered from this site, it is probable
that the artifacts are the remains of either the
former structure or a contemporaneous trash
dump. The artifact types are consistent with a
domestic occupation dating to this time (the
first half of the twentieth century), and no
structures were indicated within the project
area.



VI. RESULTS

During the course of Lhe current survey, ohe
previously unrecorded  archaeclogical  site
{1511763) was documented. A description of this
site is presented below, and the Jocation of the site
is depicted in [Figure 2.

Site 15J1763

Elevation: 134.5 m 423.0 fty AMSL
Component(s): historic

Site type(s): farmstead/or historic residence
Size: 1.800 sqm (1937654 I1)

Distance to nearest water: 10 m (131 fi}
Diraction to nearest water: cust

Type and extent of previous disturbance: 76-99
percent disturbed. probably by bulidozing
Topography: Terrace

Vegetation: Mixed hardwood forest
Ground Surface Visibility: 30--90 percent
Aspect: East

Recommended NRHP status: net eligible

Site Description

Site 13Jt763 was the remains of a historic
residence dating from the early to mid-twentieth

century. The site was located approximately 607
m {1,992 (i} north-nertheast of the intersection of
KY 1934 (Cane Run Road) and Lower Hunters
Trace near the community of Riverside Gardens,
1,403 m (4,608 ft3 southwest of (he intersection of
Camp Ground Road and Lees Lane. and 588 m
(1.929 ft) due ecast from the guard house at the
Cane Run Generating Plant. It was identified in a
strip of lorest on a level terrace above Garison
Ditch at an elevation of 133 m (440 {1} AMSL.

Vegetation consisted of light forest with little
undergrowth, and ground surface visibitity was
approximately  51-9U percent because of the
vegetation and leat” luer (Figure 11). There
appeared 1o be a disused tarm road immediately
west of the site {based on a layer of gravel in the
STPs in that area. later confirmed with historic
maps). The site was identified by the presence of
cultural materials on the ground surface (IFigure
123, 1511763 measured 60 m (197 ft) north—south
by 30 m (100 1) cast—west, and vovered 1.800 sq
m {19.376 g f1), Site boundaries were defined by
the lack of cultural material to the north. south.
and west. and by Garrison Ditch to the east (it is
prabable (he site extends outside the project
boundary in that direction, as some artifacts were
found on the slope).

Figure 11. Qverview of Site 15Jf763.
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Investigation Methods

All artifacts collected were located on the
surface of the ground, which was
systematically walked (at intervals no greater
than 3 m). Any observed artifacts were
flagged and their locations plotted on a site-
plan map. Because all of the artifacts were
recovered from a small area, they were bagged
as a general surface collection.

Five screened shovel tests were excavated
at the site (Figure 12). Shovel tests were
excavated among the surface artifacts and to
their west, near the location of a historical map
structure. None of the shovel tests produced
cultural material. The positions of all artifact
groups, including those not returned to the lab
(e.g., the rusticated concrete blocks and
dressed building stone), were recorded with
the GPS.

Depositional Context

Urban Land — Udorthents series soils were
mapped for the site. The soil profile consisted
of a shallow Ap horizon of dark brown (10YR
3/3) clay loam to depths between 2 and 10 cm
below ground surface (bgs) followed by a
subsoil of yellowish brown (10YR 5/4) silty
clay loam. Because ground surface visibility
was good, only limited shovel testing was
conducted to assess soil stratigraphy and site
integrity. Five shovel tests were excavated
within the site boundaries at 10-m intervals.
Cultural materials were only recovered from
the ground surface and were not found in any
of the shovel tests (Figure 13).

The soils at Site 15Jf763 appeared to have
been severely depleted through agricultural
use, land clearance, and industrial
modification. The Ap at the site consisted
primarily of subsoil (former B and C
horizons). All artifacts at the site were
recovered from the Ap horizon and, as such,
have poor integrity.
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Figure 13. Representative soil profile from Site
15J1763.

Artifacts

All of the artifacts recovered from Site
15Jf763 were historic, dating primarily to the
first half of the twentieth century (Table 3).
Historic materials noted, but not recovered,
consisted of architectural materials such as
rusticated concrete block; marble paving slabs
approximately 4 cm (1.5 in) thick of a type
that would be used for stair treads; and dressed
building stone in various shapes, including a
window sill or door lintel approximately 10-x-
15 cm (4-x-6 in) in section and .8 m (2.5 ft)
long. Domestic artifacts recovered included
container glass, ceramic tableware, toys, and
shoe heels (see Figure 10 and front cover).



Table 3. Historic Artifacts from Site 15J{763.

Provenience Class Type Count Min Date Max Date
N1000 E1000 Ceramics Ironstone 1 1930 1958
N1000 E1000 Ceramics Porcelain 1 1911
N10060 E1000 Container Closures Commercial Containers 3 1924
N1000 E1000 ABM Clear glass 1 1929 1954
N1000 E1000 ABM Clear glass 1 1940 1954
N1000 E1000 ABM Amber glass 1 1929
N1000 E1000 ABM Light green glass 1 1925
N1000 E1000 ABM Clear glass 4 1903
N1000 E1000 ABM Cobalt glass 1 1903
N1000 E1000 Container Closures Home Canning Jars 1 1869 1950
N1000 E1000 Glass Tableware Press mold 3 1864
N1000 E1000 Construction Materials Marble (collected) 1
N1000 E1000 Construction Material Marble (not collected) 20*

N1000 E1000 Footwear Sole / Heel 2
N1000 E1000 Personal Items Other 1 1933
N1000 E1000 Health and Grooming Cosmetic container 1 1830 1960
N1000 E1000 Toys and Games Vehicle: non-motorized 1
N1005 E1005 Construction Materials Dressed Stone Blocks 10*

N1010 E1000 Construction Materials Marble 15*

N1030 E1000 Construction Materials Dressed Stone Sill 1

N1070 E990 Construction Materials Rusticated Concrete Block 8*

*Approximate Count

Summary and National Register
Evaluation

Based on the 1950 Kosmosdale 15-min
series map (USGS), two historic structures
dating circa 1900-1960 were located in close
proximity to these finds, and it is probable that
these materials came from one of these
structures. Alternatively, the materials may
simply have been dumped at the end of the
disused road, although their distribution and
the number of intact artifacts argue against the
dump hypothesis. In either event, the materials
were all found on the surface, and there was
no evidence for subsurface features.

Site 15Jf763 is not considered to have the
potential to provide important information
about local or regional history and is not
eligible for the NRHP (Criterion D), and no
further work is recommended. It is unlikely
that further investigation of Site 15Jf763
would produce information beyond that
recorded during the current survey. The
remains have poor depositional integrity—all
artifacts were confined to plow zone contexts.
In addition, there is no evidence suggesting
the potential for sub—plow zone features to be
located at the site.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Note that a principal investigator or field
archaeologist cannot grant clearance to a
project. Although the decision to grant or
withhold clearance is based, at least in part, on
the recommendations made by the field
investigator, clearance may be obtained only
through an administrative decision made by
the lead federal agency in consultation with
the State Historic Preservation Office (the
Kentucky Heritage Council [KHC]).

The archaeological survey for the borrow
area, settling ponds, and flyash storage area at
the LG&E Cane Run Generating Plant in
Jefferson County, Kentucky, resulted in the
discovery of one previously unrecorded
archaeological site. Site 15Jf763 is not
considered eligible for the NRHP. The site, a
scatter of historic artifacts and building
materials, produced few artifacts and
demonstrated poor integrity and lack of
research potential; no further work is
recommended. Because no sites listed in, or
eligible for, the NRHP will be affected by the
proposed project, cultural resource clearance
for the borrow area, settling ponds, and flyash
storage area is recommended.



If any previously unrecorded
archaeological materials are encountered
during construction activities, the KHC should
be notified immediately at (502) 564-6662. If
human skeletal material is discovered,
construction activities should cease, and the
KHC, the local coroner, and the local law
enforcement agency must be notified, as
described in KRS 72.020.
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Proposal for Cultural Resource Survey

Proposal for Cultural Resource Survey
May 4, 2009
Submitted to:

Stephen Hall

Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.
350 Missouri Avenue, Suite 100
Jeffersonville, IN 47130-3078

Project Identification

Louisville Gas & Electric Company
Coal Storage Areas

Cane Run Generating Station, Louisville
Jefferson County, Kentucky

Project Area to be Studied

The proposed expansion of the Cane Run Generating Station on the Ohio River in southwestern
Jefferson County consists of an approximately 100+ acre area. The project is in preliminary design
stage with most of the elements north and south of Mill Creek Cutoff and east and west of Garrison
Ditch southwest of the community of Riverside Gardens.

Scope of Services

The cultural resource investigations to identify archaeological sites and historic structures will be
conducted in accordance with current Specifications for Conducting Fieldwork and Preparing
Cultural Resource Assessment Reports issued by the Kentucky State Historic Preservation Office. For
the purposes of this study, the area encompassing the maximum extent of the proposed expansion
footprints will be examined for cultural resources. The amount of area requiring intensive field survey
may be reduced with additional information on current and past use.

File Search/Archival Research/APE

A review of the archaeological site files at the Office of State Archeology (SHPO) will be conducted
for the proposed expansion plus a two kilometer buffer.

Field Research

The field investigation will consist of an intensive survey of the 100+ ac of proposed expansion area
following standard methods (i.e., pedestrian and shovel test survey). The entire project area will be
subject to a visual examination to identify and above ground historic resources. With regard to the
survey for archaeological sites, it appears that approximately 40 acres of the area either consists of
slopes or has been disturbed by borrow activities and stream channeling as well as existing elements
of the Can Run Generating Station facilities. Other areas consist of flat areas above Mill Creek Cutoff
and Garrison Ditch (approximately 30 acres) and the Mill Creek Cutoff floodplain (approximately 30
acres). The portions of the project area that cross terrain with good surface visibility (for example
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plowed/cultivated fields) or characterized by steep slopes (creek bank) will be subject to pedestrian
survey. This entails a walking, visual inspection of the ground surface to identify historic and
prehistoric artifacts. Portions of the project above Mill Creek Cutoff and Garrison Ditch that are
located on relatively flat terrain with poor surface visibility will have to be shovel tested. This
assessment method requires the excavation of screened shovel tests measuring 35 cm in diameter at
intervals of 20 m.

Furthermore, depositional environments occur within the project area which are conducive to the
preservation of archaeological deposits in deeply buried contexts (greater than can be discovered by
standard surficial survey techniques such as pedestrian or shovel test survey). Within the project area,
Holocene-age alluvial sediments which occur along the Mill Creek Cutoff would be the focus of this
deep testing. It is estimated that approximately 30 acres of alluvial sediments occur within the project
area. The floodplain of Mill Creek Cutoff will not be shovel tested because any cultural resources in
this location are likely buried by recent sediments. In lieu of shovel testing, deep testing of the
floodplain Mill Creek Cutoff will be conducted to determine the presence of buried cultural remains.
This will be completed through backhoe trenching. Backhoe trenching is recognized as a useful and
efficient method for exploring subsurface deposits for archaeological prospection within 2-3 m of the
surface. The subsurface survey will also include a limited amount of hand excavation to 1) determine
if archaeological materials are present but not observed in trench walls, 2) sample archaeological
horizons observed in trench walls, and/or 3) expose and excavate features observed in trench walls.

A maximum of 15 trenches between 2 and 4 m in depth would be necessary to sample the deep
deposits in the project area. This would roughly consist of a sampling interval of one trench no more
than 100 m apart, across floodplain alluvium. If necessary, a hand-dug sample unit will be excavated
adjacent to the trench to confirm the presence of archaeological deposits. No more than one sq m of
hand excavation will be placed adjacent to trenches during this stage of the investigation. It is
assumed that Louisville Gas & Electric Company will provide the backhoe and operator. If the areas
are not accessible to a backhoe, screened hand-operated bucket augers will be excavated.

All archaeological sites and historic structures discovered within the intensive survey area will be
recorded following current SHPO specifications.

Deliverables

The results of the archival and field research will be documented in a detailed written report. The
report will conform to Specifications for Conducting Fieldwork and Preparing Cultural Resource
Assessment Reports. The report will describe all cultural resources located during the study and make
recommendations for their treatment in relation to potential impacts. In addition, site survey forms
will be prepared for each archaeological site recorded and submitted to OSA. A historic structure
form will be completed for each historic structure documented and submitted to the Kentucky
Heritage Council (KHC). Seven copies of the report will be submitted to Stantec. CRAI will make
any necessary revisions to the report requested by the reviewing agencies.

Schedule

We can initiate the study within 5-10 business days of NTP. It is estimated that the field survey will
take between 8 and 10 days to complete. The report of the study can be submitted to DMP within 25-
45 working days of the completion of the fieldwork, depending on the results.
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Table B.1. Historic Materials Database.
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Figure 1.

Location Map




Figure 1: Location Map
E.ON-US/LGAE Cane Run Power Station
Proposed Landfill Project
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Figure 2
Jurisdictional Waters of the US Map
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Figure 2: Jurisdictional Determination Map-2
E.ON-US/LG&E Cane Run Power Station
Proposed Landfill Project
Louisville, Jefferson County, Kentucky
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